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TESTIMONY OF MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND OTHER 
INTERESTED INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS 


Wednesday, February 24, 2010. 
Opening Remarks — Chair Wasserman Schultz 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Good morning. If I could call the first 
hearing of the Legislative Branch Subcommittee of the House Com- 
mittee on Appropriations for the 2011 fiscal year to order. It is a 
pleasure to be back and starting the appropriations season once 
again. 

Before we start, I want to just do a little bit of housekeeping. 

At the end of the last appropriations cycle, I am not sure that 
we actually got to acknowledge Mike Stephens and his retirement 
on his way out. But Mike Stephens has started his well-earned re- 
tirement; and, as a result, we have a new clerk who was already 
with the subcommittee, Shalanda Young. She has already proven 
very capable and is doing a fantastic job and has got us well on 
our way to having a productive appropriations season. 

So welcome, Shalanda, we look forward to continuing to work 
with you. 

I also want to introduce Shawn Choy, who comes to the Com- 
mittee from 0MB and has done a stint with the House in the past 
and is now back as a member of the Committee staff. 

And in addition to that, I want to welcome back Matt Glassman, 
who is again on loan to us from CRS, a glutton for punishment. I 
guess we didn’t torture him too much last year, so he decided to 
do another stint. So thank you very much. Matt. 

It has really always bothered me in the last couple of appropria- 
tion cycles that we were hearing from the public witnesses, from 
the employees essentially of the legislative branch agencies at the 
end of the hearing process and when I really felt like our hands 
were pretty tied when it came to incorporating any of the input 
that you would provide. So, essentially, when the budget was just 
about to bed, then we were hearing from you. And it just seemed 
very token, and I don’t want this hearing or your input to be con- 
sidered in a token way. So I thought we should start the hearing 
process with the public witness hearing so that we can incorporate 
your comments and concerns into the end product — as well as the 
Members’ concerns into the legislative branch budget as we dealt 
with it. I know that it has compressed the time in which a lot of 

( 1 ) 
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you usually expect to have to get your testimony ready. So I appre- 
ciate the accommodation, hut know that it was done in your inter- 
est. 

I also appreciate the Members who have joined us this morning 
and their interest in giving the Subcommittee some input. 

In addition to Congressman Holt and Congressman Heller, the 
public witnesses today will be Dr. Ronald La Due Lake, President 
of GAO’s Employees Organization; Dr. Francesca Grifo, the Direc- 
tor of Scientific Integrity Programs in the Union of Concerned Sci- 
entists; Ms. Mary Alice Baish, a veteran of the public witness hear- 
ing, the Director of Government Relations Office and the American 
Association of Law Libraries; Mr. Dennis Roth, the President of the 
Congressional Research Employees Association; Mr. Carl 
Saperstein, Guild of Professional Tour Guides of Washington, D.C.; 
Alvin Hardwick with the GPO Police Labor Committee; Jesse 
Hartle with the National Federation of the Blind; Saul 
Schniderman, President of the Library of Congress Professional 
Guild; and Mr. Jim Konczos, Chairman of the Fraternal Order of 
Police Labor Committee. 

In a moment, we will begin with Mr. Holt, but I would ask each 
of the individuals testifying in front of the subcommittee to limit 
your remarks to 5 minutes and provide a summary of your state- 
ment. Your statements will all be entered into the record without 
objection. 

As you can see, we have a line for the first time in my experience 
with this committee. It is not that we don’t love spending time with 
you, but after you are done testifying, since we are in a relatively 
small room, if you could depart the room so that another person 
can take your seat, that would be incredibly helpful. 

With that, I look forward to hearing from everyone; and I yield 
to Mr. Aderholt for his remarks. 

Opening Remarks — Mr. Aderholt 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. Madam Chair. 

I just want to say I am looking forward again this year to work- 
ing closely on this legislative branch appropriation bill. This will be 
a little bit different from last year because last year was my first 
year on the committee and first year as ranking member. So I have 
got a little bit of training now, so I am ready to hit the ground run- 
ning. I am looking forward to working with the 2011 budget in a 
bipartisan way. I want to try to make sure that we get our bill 
passed, get it to the floor and get it to the President’s desk. So 
thank you very much. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Great. 

Do any other members have any opening remarks? No. 

With that. Congressman Holt, you are welcome to summarize 
your 5-minute statement. 
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Wednesday, February 24, 2010. 

OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT (OTA) 
WITNESS 

HON. RUSH HOLT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

Testimony of Rep. Holt on Re-establishing the Office of 
Technology Assessment 

Mr. Holt. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman and members of the 
committee. I appreciate the opportunity to come before you again 
to express my strong support for the refunding of the Congressional 
Office of Technology Assessment, formally and popularly known as 
OTA. 

I have shared my views with you in the past, as have others, and 
I would like to try to put my thoughts in the context of some of 
our recent work. I don’t intend to repeat how OTA was organized 
and funded. 

I do call your attention to — I notice a witness today, Francesca 
Grifo, will be talking about some of the nuts and bolts of the Office 
of Technology Assessment. 

I would like you to consider some of the issues that have come 
before Congress recently: health IT, clean coal, carbon sequestra- 
tion, climate monitoring, cybersecurity, financial derivatives and 
whether they distribute or concentrate risk, ultrafast securities 
trading, nuclear proliferation, bioterrorism, including anthrax, 
transportation safety, the reliability of voting procedures, pharma- 
ceutical contamination of drinking water, screening of meat for con- 
tamination, plant security, the role of technology and job creation, 
remote sensing, drone surveillance and security of no-fly databases. 
And the list could go on all day. Each of these issues and almost 
every other that comes before Congress has scientific and techno- 
logical components. 

A point I want to make is that often I hear people say, “OTA, 
oh, yes, that dealt with science issues.” What we need in this Con- 
gress is help not so much dealing with the issues that are referred 
to the Science Committee or even to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce but the myriad of other issues that come before us that 
have scientific and technological components. Each deserves careful 
scrutiny for Congress to take action; our challenge is to find ways 
to gauge the validity, credibility, usefulness of the overwhelming 
amount of information we already receive. 

OTA did that. We need it badly. OTA didn’t make legislation or 
provide the wisdom to make legislation. The political wisdom comes 
from you, from us, from the people whom we represent. OTA illu- 
minated and informed the legislating. 

Now, consider a few of the ways that OTA contributed to the 
business of Congress during its existence: 

A report called Losing a Million Minds became essential in devel- 
opment of Alzheimer’s policy in America. That was not considered 
a “science-y” topic. 
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An early report on genetics in the workplace sowed the seeds for 
the Genetic Nondiscrimination Act. Again, that is workplace pro- 
tection. 

A report on life after the Cold War was used to shape the De- 
fense Authorization and Appropriation Acts for several years in the 
mid 1990s. 

A report on electronic delivery of Federal services contributed to 
the Food Stamp Fraud Reduction Act. 

That OTA almost certainly was a cost saver is well documented: 

A report on the Advanced Liquid Metal Reactor was explicitly 
cited hy the Appropriation Committee’s decision to discontinue 
funding. 

The House Appropriations Committee cited findings in the OTA 
report that led to changes and upgrades in the computer systems 
of the Social Security Administration, resulting in savings of $360 
million. That would pay for OTA for quite a while. 

Studies on the Synthetic Fuels Corporation raised important 
questions, and the subsequent abolishment of a program that was 
not yet ready for prime time saved billions of dollars. 

Also consider the enduring relevance of some of the studies that 
OTA produced before it was shuttered more than a decade and a 
half ago, I guess: 

In the area of health care, OTA provided at least 11 reports on 
cancer, 14 on HIV/AIDS, 6 on women’s health. There were reports 
about bringing health care on line — remember, this was before 
1995 — financing hospitals, drug bioequivalence, the impacts of anti- 
biotic resistant bacteria. 

Now, in every case, did it lead to wise legislation? No. But in 
many cases it did, and in many cases it would. 

In the energy arena, a 1995 report entitled Renewing our Energy 
Future included assessments of fuel sources, including corn ethanol 
and other biofuels. Most Members of Congress hadn’t heard of 
these things until a decade later. There was an entire report dedi- 
cated to potential environmental impacts of bioenergy crop produc- 
tion. Our debate with Cash for Clunkers would have been informed 
by a likely update we would have had, if OTA had been in exist- 
ence more recently of a 1992 report on saving gasoline and reduc- 
ing emissions by retiring old cars. 

Similarly, our efforts to boost our economic competitiveness 
might benefit from a re-reading of OTA’s report entitled Innovation 
and Commercialization of Emerging Technologies. 

In light of our current work, perhaps some other titles will inter- 
est you: The Effectiveness of Research and Experimentation Tax 
Credits; Information Security and Privacy in Network Environ- 
ments; Testing in America’s Schools: Asking the Right Questions; 
Selected Technology Uses in U.S. Aquaculture; Making Govern- 
ment Work: Electronic Delivery of Federal Services; Export Con- 
trols and Nonproliferation Policy; and Electronic Surveillance. 

OTA helped keep Congress a little bit ahead of where it would 
be otherwise. And over the last 15 years, we have not been ahead 
of the game. I would remind you that each of these reports was 
written prior to 1995. One of OTA’s greatest strengths was that it 
helped provide long-term, forward-looking perspective to an institu- 
tion that so often must focus almost exclusively on the here and 
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now. Wireless Technologies and the National Information Infra- 
structure, a report prepared before you owned Blackberries. 

Madam Chairwoman, members of the Committee, you stated in 
last year’s appropriations bill that you were providing a “got-to- 
have”, not “nice-to-have” appropriation. Like you, I appreciate our 
current economic situation and the budget constraints. Yet I also 
know that in OTA’s absence in this institution of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and the U.S. Senate — because OTA was a creature of 
Congress — the institution’s need for its work has only grown more 
acute. In recent times, we, legislators, have not brought great cred- 
it to ourselves in our ability to deal with science and technology 
issues or to recognize emerging trends or implications of tech- 
nology. Our constituents understand that the work done here in- 
volves subtlety and complexity. They know it is consequential. 

I think we have all heard their concerns about our capacity to 
deal with the great challenges. It is time that we try to put the 
public’s faith back in our work and our ability to represent them. 
It has been clearly shaken. We have an opportunity to restore some 
of the American people’s confidence that we have the information 
to make informed, well-reasoned decisions in a complex world. OTA 
is in the got-to-have category. 

Thank you. 

[Representative Holt’s prepared statement follows:] 
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U.S. House of Representatives 
Subcommittee on Legislative Branch Appropriations 
Testimony of Representative Rush Holt 
(As Prepared For Delivery) 

February 24, 2010 

Madam Chairwoman and members of the subcommittee, I thank you for the 
opportunity to come before you once again to express my strong support for 
refunding the Congressional Office of Technology Assessment (known as OTA). 
My views on this issue are well known to members of this subcommittee. In 
previous hearings and statements, I have shared my understanding of OTA’s 
important contributions to this institution, the original arguments for its creation, 
and the reasons I believe OTA is an even greater necessity now. Today, I would 
like to try to put these thoughts into the context of some of our recent work. 

Consider some of the issues that have come before Congress recently: health 
care, energy policy, climate change, cybersecurity, regulation of new financial 
instruments, nuclear proliferation (in some of the most unstable of the world), 
bioterrorism (including the Anthrax attacks), transportation safety and 
development, water quality investment, tobacco regulation, food safety, chemical 
and water security, economic competitiveness, job creation - and the list goes 
on. 

Each of these issues - and almost every other that comes before Congress - 
has a scientific or technical component. Each deserves careful scrutiny before 
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Congress takes action. As I have said before, we do not lack access to large 
volumes of information here on Capitol Hill. Our challenge is to find ways to 
gauge the validity, credibility, and usefulness of the overwhelming amount of 
information we receive. Every Member of Congress needs access to policy- 
relevant, unbiased technical and scientific assessments crafted by those who are 
familiar with the functions of Congress and written in a language that is relevant 
to our work. OTA fulfilled that need for 23 years. 

Consider a few of the ways that OTA contributed to the business of Congress 
during its existence: 

• A report called “Losing a Million Minds” became essential for the 
development of Alzheimer’s policy in America. 

• An early report on genetics in the workplace sowed the seeds for the 
Genetic Nondiscrimination Act. 

• A report on life after the Cold War was used to shape the Defense 
Authorization and Appropriation Acts for several years in the mid-1990s. 

• A report on electronic delivery of federal services contributed to The Food 
Stamp Fraud Reduction Act. 

And OTA almost certainly was a cost saver for the U.S. government: 

• A report on the Advanced Liquid Metal Reactor was explicitly cited in the 
Appropriations committee decision to discontinue funding for the program. 
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• The House Appropriations Committee cited findings in an OTA report that 
led to changes and upgrades in computer systems at the Social Security 
Administration that resulted in a total savings of over $360 million. 

• Studies on the Synthetic Fuels Corporation raised important questions 
about the program, and its subsequent abolishment saved tens of billions 
of dollars. 

I ask you also to consider the enduring relevance of some of the studies that 
OTA produced before it was shuttered fifteen years ago: 

• In the area of health care, OTA provided at least 1 1 reports on cancer, 14 
on HIV/AIDS, and six on women’s health. There were reports about 
bringing health care online, financing hospitals, drug bioequivalence, and 
the impacts of antibiotic resistant bacteria. 

• In the energy arena, a 1995 report entitled “Renewing our Energy Future” 
included assessments of fuel sources, including corn ethanol and other 
biofuels, that would not come to the knowledge of most members of 
Congress until quite recently. In fact, there was an entire report dedicated 
to the potential environmental impacts of bioenergy crop production. And 
our debate about the “Cash for Clunkers” program may have been 
informed by an update of OTA’s 1992 report on saving gasoline and 
reducing emissions by retiring old cars. 
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• Similarly, our efforts to boost our economic competitiveness might benefit 
from a re-reading of OTA’s report entitled Innovation and 
Commercialization of Emerging Technologies. 

• In light of our current work, perhaps some other report titles also will 
interest you. Examples include: 

o The Effectiveness of Research and Experimentation Tax Credits 
o Information Security and Privacy in Network Environments 
o Testing in America 's Schools: Asking the Right Questions 
o Selected Technology Uses in U.S. Aquaculture 
o Making Government Work: Electronic Delivery of Federal Services 
o Global Communications: Opportunities for Trade and Aid 
o Export Controls and Nonproliferation Policy 
o Electronic Surveillance in the Digital Age 

I would remind you that each of these reports was written prior to 1995. With the 
exceptions of Chairman Obey and Ranking Member Lewis, I do not believe any 
members of this subcommittee were serving in Congress at that time. (Nor was 
I). Yet how many of these issues have we been asked to vote on as Members of 
Congress? 



10 


One of OTA’S greatest strengths was that it helped provide long-term, forward- 
looking perspective to an institution that so-often must focus almost exclusively 
on the here and now. In 1 995, before Members of Congress (or anyone) had 
Blackberries and before cell phones were common, OTA produced a report titled 
Wireless Technologies and the National Information Infrastructure. OTA’s work 
was ahead of its time. How much has the world changed since then? What 
have we missed in the years since OTA was defended? 

Just over a year ago, few had considered the potential risks of the new, 
computer-assisted mathematical models used in our financial sector. Now, we 
are recovering from an economic meltdown in which those models played a 
prominent role. Could OTA have provided us some advanced warning? How 
would our energy and environmental policies have benefitted from more reports 
on our energy challenges over the last 15 years? Would OTA have better 
equipped us to help our researchers fight cancer, HIV/AIDS, other diseases, or 
even global pandemics? What more would we know about protecting workers 
from grain dust explosions or securing loose nuclear material? Again, the list 
goes on. 

Madam Chainwoman, you stated of last year’s appropriations bill that it provided 
funding for the “got-to-have, not the nice-to-have." Like you, I appreciate current 
our economic situation and our budget constraints. Yet I also know that in OTA’s 
absence, this institution’s need for its work has grown only more acute. In recent 
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times, we have not brought great credit to ourselves for our ability to deal with 
science and technology issues or to recognize the emerging trends or 
implications of technology. Our constituents understand that the work done here 
involves subtlety and complexity. They know it is consequential, and I think we 
all have heard their concerns about our capacity to deal with the great challenges 
before us. At a time when the public’s faith in our work - in our ability to 
represent them - is so clearly shaken, we have an opportunity to restore some of 
the American people’s confidence that we have the information we need to make 
informed, well-reasoned decisions in our complex world. I ask the members of 
this subcommittee to recognize that funding for the Office of Technology 
Assessment is the “got-to-have” and not the “nice-to-have.” 


Thank you. 
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OTA AUTHORIZATION 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. 

Congressman Holt, the only thing — and we talked about this yes- 
terday, hut I wanted to make sure I said it on the record as well. 
I think it would he really helpful if as a member of the Science 
Committee you encouraged the chairman to take a look at the un- 
derlying authorizing law which is still on the books. It established 
OTA, and we simply don’t fund OTA at this point because it prob- 
ably needs to be updated and refreshed for the 21st century. 

And I think that would add — as you know, I totally agree with 
you and believe that we should begin to ramp up OTA again and 
it would be incredibly helpful. We do have arguably a paltry 
amount of $2.5 million in GAO for the current studies that you are 
talking about, but I know it is dramatically different than the way 
OTA used to handle them. This being difficult economic times, it 
is hard for me to characterize OTA at the level that it was in its 
heyday, $20 million, as a got-to-have. I would like there to be some 
momentum behind it so that I can have other members be also say- 
ing that it is a got-to-have, and then I think we will have some 
wind at our backs and more impetus to be able to include a ramp- 
up of OTA in our budget and future budgets. 

So if you could do that and take that up with Chairman Gordon, 
that would be incredibly helpful. 

Mr. Holt. I will take this up with every Member of Congress 
who is willing to listen. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And I am happy to talk to Chairman 
Gordon as well. 

Mr. Aderholt. 


BASIS FOR OTA’S ESTABLISHMENT 

Mr. Aderholt. I was just wondering — ^you may have mentioned 
this before, but I have forgotten. It was 1972 is when the office was 
first implemented? 

Mr. Holt. That is right. 

Mr. Aderholt. What sparked the inception at that time of the 
office of OTA? 

Mr. Holt. There have been several things written about it. I 
don’t have the references here right now. 

It was a general recognition that, as I was trying to lay out in 
my remarks, that almost everything we did here in Congress was 
affected by or had facets of technology; and we did not have, partly 
by the typical background of legislators and partly by the organiza- 
tion of the House and Senate that had grown up over centuries, the 
ability to really assess the technological components of these issues 
before us. And it was designed to do really what it did. 

So partly in answer to the Chairman’s remarks, I would say the 
authorized structure of OTA worked remarkably well to accomplish 
what it was intended to do. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Well, thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Cole. 

budgetary offsets for OTA 

Mr. Cole. Thank you. Madam Chairman. 
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Convincing case as always. But one question, and I don’t mean 
to be contrary because I do think you make a very convincing case. 
But we are going to have one tough budget decision after another 
at every level on all of these committees; and so, if we were to re- 
fund this program, where would you suggest the things that we do 
now that you would reduce money so we could fund it? 

Because I think we are going to run into this again and again, 
and I know I will be putting this question — I think all the members 
will — if anybody is coming to ask for more money, where would you 
cut so we can get you more money, redeploy the resources, as op- 
posed to going back for an increase that would be hard to get? 

Mr. Holt. A couple of times in the past when we have tried to 
find funding at the time of floor consideration we just kind of sort 
of grabbed at funding that, well, has made some people sore; and 
that was because it was not built in at the beginning as the appro- 
priations bill was put together, as is always the case when you try 
to do something on the floor. 

I think there is no one place that I see that is a tradeoff, where 
I would say, well, if only we put a few million dollars in OTA in- 
stead of this we would be able to make up for all the work that 
would have been done in that other category. So my recommenda- 
tion is a more general reduction in a variety of areas, but that is 
the committee’s challenge. 

Mr. Cole. I think it will be Congress’s challenge as we go for- 
ward really across the board. And it doesn’t mean to me if you were 
to pick something that it would be a waste of money here. It is just 
a question of competing values in many of these cases and tough 
choices. So I will give it some thought, because it is always easy 
to say we will just cut everything else by a quarter of a percent 
or something. 

Mr. Holt. We are talking about a very small fraction of the allo- 
cation to this subcommittee. 

Mr. Cole. But if you said that, then you could say that it should 
be very easy for you to find something. 

Mr. Holt. I also do want to make the point that I made in pass- 
ing, that there are demonstrated savings in the past that are di- 
rectly attributable to the work of OTA in the hundreds of millions 
of dollars at least. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Cole. I certainly will. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Cole, if there was interest — first 
of all, I would actually ask that all the Subcommittee members, if 
there is interest in trying to begin to ramp up OTA — we can’t do 
$20 million overnight. 

Mr. Holt. If I may interject. You wouldn’t want to. You wouldn’t 
want to do it overnight. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We would need to gradually do it. But 
I would ask you to help examine our budget and see where we 
might. Because I think there is value and we have been talking 
about it since the subcommittee was reconstituted. 

I have some ideas on where we might make reductions. And if 
you want to help scrub the budget, that would be great. That would 
be incredibly helpful. 
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Thank you so much. As always, you are a passionate advocate on 
this issue — and unrelenting, I might add. 

Mr. Cole. Persistence. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 


Wednesday, February 24 , 2010. 

THE REDUCTION OF IRRESPONSIBLE MRA OR TRIM 
GROWTH ACT 

WITNESS 

HON. DEAN HELLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 

STATE OF NEVADA 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Heller. 

Mr. Heller. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You may proceed with your 5-minute 
statement, and your statement will be entered into the record. 

Mr. Heller. Thank you. Maybe I can help solve some of the 
problems here. 

Testimony of Rep. Heller on Member Representational 

Allowances 

I want to thank you. Madam Chairwoman, for having me here 
today at the committee. Ranking member, thanks for your time 
and allowing me to spend a few minutes with you. 

As mentioned, I am Dean Heller from the Second District of Ne- 
vada; and I don’t have to tell this Committee how families are 
struggling financially across this country. I have a district right 
now that some of the counties are at 16 percent unemployment; 
and that is pure unemployment, not the underemployed. You start 
looking at some of the underemployment numbers, we are probably 
at around 18 to 20 percent. Some of my counties, the statewide 
number is hovering at 13 percent, well above the national average 
which is at 9.7; and the current unemployment rate is the highest 
joblessness rate since we began keeping records in 1976. 

It is tough out there. And, again, I don’t have to tell this Com- 
mittee how rough it is out there. But for those who know Las 
Vegas and the rest of the State of Nevada, foreclosures have hit us 
pretty hard. I think we are the number one State in foreclosures 
right now. 

So I guess my point is that those who are lucky enough to have 
a job are having to make some pretty tough decisions. Across the 
country, moms and dads are sitting across the kitchen table now 
trying to make the necessary decisions with their current budget 
restraints to figure out how to pay their own bills; and, meanwhile, 
our Nation as a whole is facing a debt of more than $12 trillion. 
If you take this budget that came from the White House, we are 
going to increase that by $1.6 trillion. So closer to a $14 trillion 
debt. 

I don’t believe that these financial challenges that we have can 
be solved in one day or with one appropriations bill or even one 
presidency, but I do believe that we as individual Members of Con- 
gress must lead by example and demonstrate fiscal responsibility 
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just like those families that have to make these tough decisions at 
the kitchen table. Until this Congress addresses the fundamental 
challenges facing our economy, I believe we need to start feeling 
the same pain as the American people. 

When it comes to our own office budgets, Congress has spent 
without regard for our constituents’ hardships. For example, our 
MRA, Members Representational Allowances, have increased 49 
percent since 2000 for a total of $202 million in the recent decade. 
$202 million doesn’t sound like a lot of money when we talk tril- 
lions in these halls. But to give you an example, Nevada went into 
a special session yesterday to fill in an $800 million hole in their 
budget, and obviously the 202 would be 25 percent of the problem. 
So for what may not be a lot of problem for Congress, it is certainly 
a lot of money for the State of Nevada. 

I can tell you that my office could easily use an MRA increase. 
My district is 105,000 square miles. It takes me 15 hours to drive 
from one end of my district to the other. I have about 95 percent 
of the entire State, including portions of Las Vegas. Traveling my 
largely rural district, staying in touch with my constituents takes 
a significant amount of MRA funds. But many of my constituents, 
and many of yours, are making do with less than they had last 
year; and as public servants I think we have a responsibility to do 
the same. For this reason, I strongly urge the subcommittee to 
maintain level MRA funding for fiscal year 2011. 

I also would like Congress to consider legislation that I intro- 
duced, the Reduction of Irresponsible MRA or the TRIM Growth 
Act, to prevent the MRA from increasing during times of high un- 
employment or public debt. The TRIM Growth Act would prevent 
the MRA from increasing unless national unemployment is 6 per- 
cent or less for at least 6 months, consistent with the unemploy- 
ment levels of the 1990s, or Congress reduces the national debt to 
less than $5.5 trillion, which was a reduction of 20 percent at the 
time this bill was drafted. 

Madam Chairwoman and members of the subcommittee, I hope 
that you will consider the economic realities of this country that we 
are facing as you craft the fiscal year 2011 legislative branch ap- 
propriations bill. Give this Congress a chance to lead by example 
with commonsense fiscal responsibility. Let us tell those Americans 
who are figuring out their family budgets at the kitchen table 
today, let us tell them that they are not alone. 

I thank the subcommittee for its time and the opportunity to 
speak on behalf of my constituents. Thank you. 

[Representative Heller’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Statement by Congressman Dean Heller 
House Appropriations Subcommittee on Legislative Branch 
Legislative Branch Appropriations for Fiscal Year 2011 


Madam Chairwoman, Ranking Member Aderholt, Members of the Subcommittee, 

Millions of American families are struggling financially. Some counties in my 
district are facing 16 percent unemployment. Statewide, unemployment is hovering 
around 13 percent - well above the national average of 9.7 percent. Nevada’s 
current unemployment rate is the highest rate of joblessness since we began 
keeping record in 1976. My state has also been hit hardest by the wave of 
foreclosures sweeping the United States. 

Those lucky enough to have a job are also making tough decisions. Moms and 
Dads across the country are sitting around the kitchen table, deciding what must be 
cut from their family budget to ensure they can pay their bills and feed their 
children. 

Meanwhile, our nation as a whole is facing a debt of more than $12 trillion. 

I don’t believe these financial challenges can be solved in one day, one 
appropriations bill, or even one presidency. But I do believe that we, as individual 
Members of Congress, must lead by example and demonstrate fiscal responsibility 
-just like those families making tough decisions at their kitchen tables. 

Until this Congress addresses the fundamental challenges facing our economy, I 
believe we need to start feeling the same pain as the American people. When it 
comes to our own office budgets, Congress has spent without regard for our 
constituents’ hardships. For example. Members’ Representational Allowances 
(MRA) have increased 49 percent since 2000. In other words, the MRA account 
has grown more than $202 million in less than a decade. 

I can tell you that my office could easily use an MRA increase. My district is 
105,000 square miles and represents 95 percent of the entire state of Nevada. 
Travelling my largely rural district and staying in touch with my constituents takes 
a significant amount of MRA funds. But many of my constituents, and many of 
yours, are making due with less than they had last year. As public servants, we 
have a responsibility to do the same. 
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For this reason, I strongly urge the Subcommittee to maintain level MRA funding 
for fiscal year 2011. I also would like Congress to consider legislation 1 
introduced. The Reduction of Irresponsible MRA or TRIM Growth Act, to prevent 
the MRA from increasing during times of high unemployment or public debt. The 
TRIM Growth Act would prevent the MRA from increasing unless national 
unemployment is 6 percent or less for at least six months, consistent with the 
unemployment levels of the 1 990s, or Congress reduces the national debt to less 
than $5.5 trillion, which was a reduction of 20 percent at the time this bill was 
drafted. 

Madam Chairwoman, Members of the Subcommittee, I hope that you will consider 
the economic realities this country is facing as you craft the fiscal year 201 1 
Legislative Branch Appropriations bill. Give this Congress a chance to lead by 
example with commonsense fiscal responsibility. Let’s tell those Americans who 
are figuring out their family budget at the kitchen table today that they are not 
alone. I thank the Subcommittee for its time and for this opportunity to speak on 
behalf of my constituents. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Heller. You are welcome. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Do any members have any questions? 
I don’t have any questions. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you for your testimony. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Heller. You are welcome. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We appreciate your dedication. 

Mr. Heller. You are welcome. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Now that concludes Panel 1. 


Wednesday, February 24, 2010. 

GAO EMPLOYEES ORGANIZATION 
WITNESS 

RONALD LA DUE LAKE, PRESIDENT, GAO EMPLOYEES ORGANIZATION 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We will begin with the public wit- 
nesses from Panel 2; and Dr. Ronald La Due Lake, who is the 
President of the GAO Employees Organization, will be first. 

I know you have to get back to the negotiating table, so we ap- 
preciate your accommodating our schedule. You can proceed with 
a summary of your 5-minute statement, and your statement will be 
entered into the record. Welcome back to the Subcommittee. 

Testimony of Dr. Ronald La Due Lake 

Mr. La Due Lake. Thank you. Thank you very much. It is a 
pleasure to be here. 

I am Ronald La Due Lake. I am a methodologist in GAO’s ap- 
plied research and methods team. I am also the President of the 
GAO Employees Organization, IFPTE Local 1921. I am pleased to 
have the opportunity to appear here before the Subcommittee. 
Thank you. Madam Chair Wasserman Schultz, for your genuine 
support of Federal employees. 

This has been a demanding year for GAO employees. GAO has 
been charged by Congress with oversight of the Troubled Assets 
Relief Program, as well as of the American Recovery and Reinvest- 
ment Act. Employees at GAO have not only met the vast demands 
of this oversight work but have nimbly adapted to conduct their 
regular work to meet the needs of Congress. I am very proud to be 
representing them here today. 

We are very grateful for the generous support provided to GAO 
in the fiscal year 2010 budget. We are very sensitive to the fact 
that this committee and the Congress will be faced with extremely 
difficult decisions regarding the 2011 Federal budget. We ask that 
as the Subcommittee moves through the appropriations process 
that GAO receive sufficient resources to continue the important 
work for Congress and for employees to be paid comparable to their 
colleagues in other Federal agencies. 

Our first master contract negotiations at GAO are currently 
under way. As you mentioned, we took a break this morning so I 
could be here today. We are pleased that the agency agreed to our 
proposal to use an alternative interest-based process in these nego- 
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tiations, where we share our interests with each other and work 
collahoratively to develop solutions that meet the needs of both par- 
ties. 

GAO management has repeatedly expressed satisfaction with the 
tenor of the negotiation and the value of having a facilitator assist 
with the process. We hope to continue with this facilitator for the 
time necessary to complete the contract. 

Not all negotiations have gone as well. The GAO Human Capital 
Reform Act of 2004 delinked GAO pay from the General Schedule 
and provided the Comptroller General the authority to set pay. As 
a result, since the union was established, pay is a matter for collec- 
tive bargaining. 

We are concerned that recent pay negotiations have been decid- 
edly one-sided. In the case of the negotiation over this year’s merit 
pay for employees, after a few hours at the bargaining table it 
seemed to us that management had made its final offer and was 
not interested in continuing and in the subsequent weeks of nego- 
tiation and even in mediation refused to offer any concessions. 

We believe that we have made every effort to be proactive, rea- 
sonable, and willing to listen to GAO management’s concerns. We 
have demonstrated this by having made significant concessions in 
our original proposals in an effort to reach agreement. 

It appears to us that GAO management has not engaged us as 
an equal partner during these pay negotiations. Both parties have 
agreed that this year’s pay negotiations are at an impasse, and it 
is now before the Personnel Appeals Board. The Personnel Appeals 
Board, or the PAB, is the independent entity that is charged with 
handling negotiation impasses and matters of negotiability for 
GAO management and the union. We are concerned about the PAB 
process for handling the impasse in merit pay negotiations. 

The PAB has yet to establish the rules or processes for con- 
ducting impasse or negotiability procedures for the parties. This is 
of particular concern to us because the impasse process for other 
Federal employees at the Federal Service Impasses Panel is well 
established, well tested, it is predictable, and it may be accom- 
plished in a timely manner. 

What should be a routine and predictable process is now, for 
GAO employees, a highly uncertain one. This matter to go to the 
PAB is a critical one. It is the first one that has gone to the PAB, 
and GAO employees in the bargaining unit are anxiously waiting 
for this issue to be finalized so they can see their merit pay in- 
crease reflected in their paychecks. 

In closing, I would like to reiterate our appreciation for the op- 
portunity to testify today. All of my colleagues at GAO are very ap- 
preciative of the recognition and support by this Subcommittee. I 
would be pleased to answer any questions that you or other mem- 
bers may have. 

[Mr. La Due Lake’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Madam Chair aiid Members of the Subcommittee: 

I am Ron La Due Lake, a methodologist in GAO's Applied Research and Methods 
team and the President of the GAO Employees Organization, International 
Federation of Professional & Technical Engineers (IFPTE), Local 1921 . lam 
pleased to have this opportunity to appear before the Subcommittee today to 
discuss topics of importance to GAO employees. These topics include; 

® An update on the relationship between the GAO Employees Organization (the 
Union) and GAO management; 

« A description of the process for GAO’s first master contract negotiations, 
which are currently underway; 

* The status of pay negotiations with GAO management; 

» A request for appropriate funding for FY 201 1 to allow GAO employees to 
maintain pay comparable to their federal colleagues during difficult economic 
times. 


This has been a demanding year for GAO employees. In addition to our normal 
responsibilities, GAO has been charged by Congress with oversight of the 
Troubled Asset Relief Program (TARP) that was created by the Emergency 
Economic Stabilization Act of 2008, as well as of the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA). Employees have not only met the 
overwhelming demands of this oversight work, but have continued to conduct 
their regular work to meet the needs of Congress, 

Since last year’s hearing, the Union has continued to develop our relationship 
with GAO management. There are areas where we are working well together and 
other areas that could be improved from the perspective of GAO employees. The 
Union leadership continues to meet regularly with GAO workforce labor relations 
staff to discuss day-to-day concerns related to the employees' working 
conditions. The Union leadership also meets regularly with GAO’s executive 
committee to discuss labor-management relations at a higher level. These 
meetings are collegial and often productive. 

I wanted to provide a few examples where the GAO management and the Union 
relationship is going well, resulting in benefits for employees and the agency. 
First, as result of our collaboration, GAO agreed with the Union’s request to 
pretest the quality control forms which eliminated contradictions in GAO policy 
and led to improvements that made the forms more understandable and easier to 
use. 1 cannot overstate the importance of this effort since the use of these fonns is 
an essential aspect of the way GAO employees conduct their work. In fact both 
the Acting Comptroller General and other high level GAO managers credited the 
Union with having a major positive impact on improving these forms, which are 
critical to ensuring the quality of our work. Also, the Union worked with GAO 
management to improve the annual GAO employee feedback survey by 
incorporating a series of questions on employee engagement, based on a recent 
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sun'ey conducted by the Merit Systems Protection Board. In addition, the Union 
collaborated with employee groups and GAO management to develop new 
demographic questions for the survey that allow GAO management to better 
understand the views of certain groups of employees. Third, the Union has also 
worked with GAO management in developing solutions to veiy practical 
problems. For example, in several field office construction projects, we have 
collaborated to improve working conditions and minimize disruptions to ongoing 
work. 


In addition, since 1 last testified before this subcommittee, ! emphasized our 
concern about GAO’s plan to follow-up on the disparities in ratings between 
African American and Caucasian analysts. Since then, the GAO placed a 
manager with an EEO background in charge of the office that handles matters of 
discrimination for employees. With input Ifom the Union. GAO management 
selected a contractor to develop employee-manager required training in diversity 
matters that will be tailored for GAO. The Union remains involved in the process 
of developing this training in collaboration with GAO management and the 
contractor. As of this point, we are encouraged by the progress we have made 
developing this training package. 

One of the most important areas of collaboration has been the start of negotiations 
for our first master contract. As is customary, negotiations began with developing 
ground rules for the negotiating process. These ground rules set out the agreed 
upon logistics and processes for the master contract, including the schedule; 
location and feCilities; how costs will be shared; and how the negotiations will be 
conducted. Since both parties at GAO are new to the negotiation process, and 
because Our vision is one of a collaborative relationship with G AO management, 
the Union proposed to GAO management that we conduct the ground rules 
negotiations with a facilitator using an interest-based bargaining process, or 
problem-solving approach. This approach encourages consensus because GAO 
management and the Union share their interests with each other and work together 
collaboratively to develop solutions that meet the needs of both parties, thus 
avoiding developing conflicting positions in isolation. GAO management agreed 
to this approach. 


The approach used to establish the ground rules was such a great success, that the 
Union and GAO management agreed to use this .same approach for our master 
contract negotiations. During these negotiations, wc have already covered 
substantial ground on 9 contract articles and the process of working 
collaboratively to develop alternatives and solutions has been very productive so 
far. We are very pleased with the process, and GAO management has repeatedly 
expressed satisfaction with the tenor of the negotiations and the value of having a 
facilitator assist with the process; we hope to continue with this facilitator for 
whatever period of time is necessary to complete the master contract. 
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However, there still remain challenges as we strive to develop our working 
relationship. First, in May 2009, the Union requested data from GAO 
management' to determine whether differences exist in perfomiance evaluations; 
patterns of retention of employees; and whether there is any relationship between 
employees’ performance evaluations and gender, age, or ethnic background. We 
received some of these data a few weeks ago — 8 months after we first requested 
them — however, we have not yet received any of the employee evaluation rating 
information, GAO told us that some of the data we requested would be 
unreasonably burdensome to provide so they are not providing them. We are 
learning that GAO’s information systems are inadequate to provide sufficient 
information needed for GAO’s human capital management. For example, GAO 
management told us that they will not provide information on who has applied for 
promotion in the past because until recently, they did not maintain that 
information. We need these employee rating data very soon in order to negotiate 
the most effective changes in our performance evaluation system during the 
master contract negotiations. 


Second, there are specific areas of importance where involving the Union early 
would improve outcomes for employees and GAO manage ment. One such area is 
the reasonable accommodation process for employees with disabilities. GAO 
recently developed a process for employees that is o\erly burdensome, time 
consuming, and lacks flexibility. There are instances when the bureaucratic 
process prevents employees from maintaining long-standing accommodations or 
establishing new accommodations that would improve their productivity. There 
are other instances whereby our early involvement in employee matters could 
help resolve issues Creatively and quickly which could avoid escalation to a 
formal grievance process. For example, GAO management routinely excludes us 
from meetings where employees desire Union participation, including meetings 
leading to discipline and termination. We hope to address and improve upon 
these areas in our master contract negotiations. 


Third, we have encountered problems during two recent negotiations regarding 
pay. Specifically, last April. GAO management began the process of 
implementing changes to the pay structure for newly-hired developmental level 
analysts before consulting with the Union. In that instance. GAO management 
proposed a change in the process for determining pay and the .amount of pay 
increases. Initially, although this involved pay, GAO management was uncertain 
whether they were obligated to negotiate the proposed changes with the Union, 
^Tien GAO management agreed to meet with the Union to discuss their proposed 
changes, the Union determined we were within our legal right to present a 
counter-proposal. However, for several months GAO management did not 
respond to our counter proposal — it seemed that they were not open to 
considering the alternatives we proposed. Finally, last month, with the assistance 


'The Union asked for data on all employees in the bargaining unit from the year 
2000 through June, 2009 including information on any change in their 
employment status (such as termination or promotion); rating infomiation; and 
demographic information, including race/ethnicity. 
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of a mediator, the Union reached agreement with GAO management on a new pay 
structure that incorporated elements of our initiai counter proposal. 


The other problematic pay negotiation is over the amount of merit pay — or 
performance based compensation — employees will receive for their performance 
in FY 2009. It is important to keep in mind that the GAO Human Capital Reform 
Act 2004 “delinked” GAO pay from the General Schedule (GS). GAO 
employees are not paid through the familiar General Schedule system that applies 
to most other federal employees. GAO employees receive two types of annua! 
pay increases to their permanent salary and both are subject to collective 
bargaining with the Union. The firet is an annual across-the-board pay raise that 
this year we negotiated to be the same as the GS across-the-board increase, which 
is the component of pay that reflects current economic conditions and the cost of 
living. All employees received an adjustment to their permanent salary as of 
Januaiyf 3, 2010, equivalent to the GS across-the-board increase for their locality. 
The second type of pay is merit pay (referred to as performance-based 
compensation at GAO). I'he amount of merit pay employees receive is 
detennined by a budget factor which is supposed to be based on GAO’s budget.^ 


On October 2, 2009. the day after President Obama signed the legislation 
providing GAO's FY 2010 appropriation, the Union asked GAO management for 
a schedule of dates whereby we would negotiate the annual merit increase. 
Following our initial request, we sent several follow-up requests to GAO for the 
schedule of dates. Finally, on December 4, 2009, GAO management met with the 
Union for the first time to brief us on information they used to determine pay 
decisions. GAO management provided its first pay proposal on December 16, 
2009, over 2 months after the Union first requested a pay negotiations schedule. 
The Union and GAO management met to negotiate pay on December 16, 17, and 
22, 2009. On December 22, 2009, GAO management said that they would make 
a pay determination for employees who were not in the bargaining unit and would 
immediately take action to adjust the pay for these employees. As a result of this 
action by GAO management, it seemed to us that man^ement had made its final 
offer and was not interesled in continuing the pay negotiations. In fact, our initial 
reaction to the action taken by GAO management was confirmed when they said 
that they believed that we might be at impasse. The Union strongly disagreed that 
we were at impasse and stated that we believed that there was still an opportunity 
to reach agreement. 

As the Union continued to negotiate with GAO management during the first week 
of January 2010, the Union made significant concessions to reach agreement; 
however, GAO management did not make any movement from the proposal they 
presented on December 22, 2009. Both parties agreed to continue negotiations 


^To determine the amount of an individiml employee’s performance based 
compensation raise, the budget factor is used in a calculation along with other 
factors, such as the employee’s rating and the average rating of the employee’s 
cohort. 
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with the help of a mediator. In the course of mediation, the Union again made 
significant concessions from its previous proposal in an effort to reach an 
agreement. However, even after agreeing to mediation, GAO management 
refused to make any changes to their December 22, 2009 proposal. Both partie.s 
agreed that negotiations were at impasse and the merit pay negotiation is now 
before the Personnel Appeals Board. Since that time, GAO has set merit pay for 
the employees m/ in the bargaining unit, consistent with their December 22"“* 
proposal and has adjusted their pay accordingly. In doing so, they infomed non- 
bargaining unit employees that if the negotiations with the Union resulted in a 
different amount of merit pay, their pay would be adjusted retroactively to be 
consistent with the Union agreement. 


We are concerned that the pay negotiations have been decidedly one-sided. For 
example, after a few hours at the bargaining table, GAO management announced 
impasse and in the subsequent weeks of negotiation and mediation refused to 
offer any concessions. As such, it appears to us that GAO management has not 
engaged us as an equal partner during these negotiations. When the GAO Human 
Capital Reform Act 2004 “delinked” GAO pay from the General Schedule, it 
provided the Comptroller General the authority to set pay. As a result, since the 
Union was established, pay is a matter for collective bargaining. Throughout both 
pay negotiations we believe that we have made every effort to be proactive; 
reasonable; and willing to listen to GAO management’s concerns. We have 
demonstrated this by having made significant concessions to our original 
proposals in an effort to reach agreement. 


In addition, we are concerned about the process for handling the impasse in FY 
2010 merit pay negotiations. Specifically, the Personnel Appeals Board (PAB) is 
the independent entity that handles negotiation impasses and matters of 
negotiability for GAO management and the Union. The PAB has yet to establish 
the rules or processes for conducting impasse or negotiability procedures for the 
parties. This is of particular concern to us because the impasse process for other 
federal employees at the Federal Service Impasses Panel is well established, well 
tested, predictable, and may be accomplished in a timely manner. In October, 
2009, immediately after we completed the master contract ground rules 
negotiations, GAO management and the Union jointly contacted the P AB to 
inform them that the master contract negotiations were scheduled and to ask them 
for clarification on the processes for handling impasse and negotiability. The 
PAB told U.S that work on a Guide to Practice was imderway. Now', several weeks 
after sending our first negotiation to the PAB for the impasse procedure, there are 
no established processes for the parties to refer to so that they know what to 
expect and how to plan. What should be a routine and predictable process is now, 
for GAO employees, a highly uncertain one. Meanwhile, this first matter to go to 
the PAB is a critical one and GAO employees are anxiously waiting for this issue 
to be finalized. 


Lastly, we are very sensitive to the current state of the U.S. economy and the 
federal budget and we know that this Subcommittee and the Congress will be 
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faced with extremely difficult decisions reganling the FY 201 1 federal budget. 
We are confident that as you move through the FY 201 ! appropriations process, 
GAO will receive sufficient resources that allow us to continue to provide the 
important work for the Congress, and compensation to GAO employees that is 
comparable to their colleagues in other federal agencies. GAO employees are 
remarkably committed and proud of the work we do for the Congress and 1 thank 
you very sincerely for the chance to represent them here today. 
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MERIT PAY NEGOTIATION IMPASSE 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Dr. La Due Lake. 

You are saying the PAB hasn’t even established procedures for 
which they are going to consider the impasse? 

Mr. La Due Lake. There is an order, the equivalent of a regula- 
tion, that lays out a general policy for how impasse will be handled. 
So we have a general framework that is spelled out in an order 
that was developed in the early 1990s, but there are no specific 
procedures or regulations for what the steps will be in going 
through that process. So, for instance, how people are notified, 
when they are notified, whether there are opportunities to request 
extensions and time to provide information, how a committee might 
be assembled, when it will meet. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. When are they planning to establish 
those procedures? 

Mr. La Due Lake. It appears to us they are developing these as 
they go. 

We first sent a joint e-mail — management and the union sent a 
joint e-mail to the PAB the end of January, I believe January 29th, 
saying the parties believe we are in impasse and we should begin 
this process. A month later, we have been asked to submit names 
for a committee that will work with the PAB in determining wheth- 
er there is impasse and making decisions about moving forward. 
We have been asked to provide some basic information about the 
matters at impasse and 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Is management as concerned about 
the fact that there aren’t procedures in place? 

Mr. La Due Lake. I cannot speak for them. I think so. Abso- 
lutely. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. How can we help the process along? 

Mr. La Due Lake. That is a difficult one. The PAB is very con- 
cerned about moving carefully since we have not gone through this 
process before. However, there is well-established processes for this 
that are very routine for other Federal employees. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. And then I am glad that the 
contract negotiations are going well. But what is the holdup on the 
pay raise? That is a long time without 

Mr. La Due Lake. It is a long time. Now, remember, there are 
two types of pay that we receive at GAO. We receive an across-the- 
board and then we receive merit pay, which we call performance- 
based compensation. The across-the-board is also negotiated, and 
this year we agreed that it would be the equivalent to the GS 
across-the-board raise by locality. That has been implemented in 
the first pay period. 

The performance-based compensation we did not reach agree- 
ment. It seems to us that from the beginning GAO — and this may 
not be unusual when we consider other kinds of negotiations — GAO 
had a target number in mind. We certainly did as well. And we 
went into this with room for a lot of movement to reach agreement. 

It has worked well the last 2 years, the first 2 years, actually, 
that we had negotiated pay. We have been able to reach an agree- 
ment that we felt was reasonable, appropriate, met everybody’s 
need, et cetera. 
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But in this instance, after a very short time at the table, GAO 
said we think we are at impasse, we don’t think it makes sense to 
meet any further; and they took the unusual step, based on our 
last 2 years of experience, of saying, as a matter of fact, we are 
going to make a determination and pay all of the employees not in 
the bargaining unit the 1st of January. And they went ahead and 
did that and also let the other employees know that if there is a 
different agreement as a result of this negotiation process they 
process their — any additional corrections to their pay retroactively. 

So that step was a very new one but definitely in our view was 
a strong message to us that this is not a matter we consider nego- 
tiable this year. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. The retroactive piece? 

Mr. La Due Lake. The fact they went ahead and made a deter- 
mination for the amount of merit pay other employees would re- 
ceive without reaching an agreement with us. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And just why is this you are so dif- 
ferent when the previous 2 years you have been able to — are they 
proposing something dramatically different from the way merit pay 
has been treated in the past? 

Mr. La Due Lake. They are proposing something that is signifi- 
cantly lower than the last couple of years. That has been surprising 
to us considering the generous appropriation for 2010 for GAO and 
particularly since, as a result of the GAO Act of 2008, the agency 
receives increased income through reimbursement of certain audits. 
So this has been very surprising to us. It was a significant appro- 
priation last year, and it is almost the lowest raise for perform- 
ance-based pay that has been offered in the last 6 years. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Mr. La Due Lake. So to us it seems out of whack with the budg- 
et reality, and we have not been able to understand it. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I am sorry. 

Just one more question. And have they explained to you why 
they are proposing such 

Mr. La Due Lake. They certainly explained concerns about the 
overall economic conditions that the U.S. faces today. Beyond that, 
we have not understood that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But internally they got a significant 
increase? So their economics hasn’t suffered so much. 

Mr. La Due Lake. We understand that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Mr. Aderholt. 

Mr. Aderholt. When did you say the impasse came to a head? 

Mr. La Due Lake. Well, we met through the beginning of Janu- 
ary. We jointly agreed to bring in a mediator. Through that proc- 
ess, we made large concessions to reach agreement. GAO did not. 
They remained firm with the position that they had prior to the 
holidays on December 22nd. Later in January, we jointly agreed to 
bring in a mediator. We did that the last week in January and — 
but, again, there was no concession or movement on the part of 
GAO. We then agreed to go to the PAB for impasse, and I believe 
that was January 29th that we approached them. It was that last 
week. 

Mr. Aderholt. It has been that way ever since? 
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Mr. La Due Lake. We are in this holding pattern while the PAB 
determines how we move forward. It is in their ballpark. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. That is all I have. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Cole. 

Mr. Cole. Just a couple of things. 

First of all, just thank you for what you do. I mean, I think GAO 
is unbelievably effective, and I voted for the appropriations last 
year because I thought it was merited. And you continue to do good 
work, and we certainly ask lots of tough questions. 

GAO PRODUCTIVITY AND EFEECTIVENESS 

I don’t want to be drawn into the case. I don’t know that much 
about it. But I am curious either in your capacity representing the 
employees, what suggestions would you direct to management and 
would you direct to our committee in terms of where efficiencies 
could be made? 

I think, again, we are going to have this issue across the board. 
Nobody in America got a Social Security COLA. I am sure every- 
body here got hundreds of letters. So it is going to be really tough 
even in areas where we need increases to justify without some sort 
of offsetting efficiency or what have you. So do you have any things 
that we ought to be looking at that would make you even better 
at what you do? 

Mr. La Due Lake. That is an interesting question. We very much 
appreciated over the last couple of years the appropriations that 
have allowed us to increase our FTEs, to increase our staff size in 
order to help address and keep up with meeting the work of the 
Congress. And that is very important to us. 

We also have a relatively younger workforce where we — I believe 
in the last few years this has significantly changed, where over half 
of our workforce has been at GAO I think fewer than 5 to 6 years, 
which is very unusual. So people are earlier in their salary struc- 
ture than they might be if they had been in a Federal career 
longer. 

We are really aware of the challenges certainly because of the 
work we do as well as the overall environment of the challenges 
moving forward with the current budget limitations that we are 
facing. 

I guess the way we are thinking of it and the way we thought 
of it this year is that the across-the-board, the annual pay increase 
is an appropriate place to reflect economic conditions and budget 
realities. I mean, obviously, for all Federal employees, this was a 
very different year than recent years, but it makes sense and we 
understand that. 

The thing that has been very difficult and troubling for us is 
that, as important to the agency as pay-for-performance is, to have 
a rather remarkable and difficult like our year this year and then 
have an appropriation that could accommodate pay-for-performance 
in an appropriate way, there seems to be a disconnect. It has been 
very difficult for us. 

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION 

Mr. Cole. Just one additional question. Thinking about going 
forward, in terms of the quality of the workforce, you haven’t men- 
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tioned there has been a great deal — or some turnover and a young- 
er workforce coming in. Are you comfortable that you are able to 
attract and hold the people you have? 

I mean, one of the upsides of a down economy is, obviously, peo- 
ple are pretty conservative about moving. But, again, you need very 
skilled people that will stay for a considerable period of time for us 
to get the information we need. Are you comfortable right now that 
you are able to hold the people you need right now and attract the 
types of people you need? 

Mr. La Due Lake. There doesn’t seem to be any question that 
in most cases we can attract the people that we need. Retention is 
a different question, and that is something that we are looking 
into. We requested data — actually, after last year’s hearing, we re- 
quested data and have received some of that data last month that 
will allow to us look at that over a period of time, that question 
of retention and whether there are issues that come into play in 
terms of retention, perhaps related to diversity and what I talked 
about last year, the potential for disparity and ratings based on 
ethnic background. So that is something we are concerned about. 

We don’t have the evidence that we would like to know exactly, 
but we have some concerns about some of our midlevel people who 
have developed the experience that we need to retain. They have 
learned our work, they have learned how to do our work, and 
they — it appears that there are other opportunities where we can 
lose them for a variety of reasons. We don’t have a handle on that 
exact evidence, but it is something we are very concerned about 
and looking into. 

Mr. Cole. Let me see it as you develop it. 

But thank you. Madam Chairwoman. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

Mr. La Due Lake. Thanks for your time. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Good luck. 


Wednesday, February 24 , 2010. 

OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT (OTA) 
WITNESS 

FRANCESCA GRIFO, DIRECTOR OF SCIENTIFIC INTEGRITY PROGRAM, 
UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Dr. Francesca Grifo, welcome to the 
subcommittee. Your full statement will be entered into the record 
and you can proceed for 5 minutes. 

Ms. Grifo. Great. Thank you so much. Madam Chair and mem- 
bers of the Subcommittee. I appreciate the opportunity to testify 
today. 

As Congressman Holt so eloquently stated. Congress must have 
a source of credible advice in science and technology in order to re- 
sponsibly manage the taxpayers’ money and enact laws that keep 
our Nation safe and healthy; and the best agency for the job I 
think is the Office of Technology Assessment. 

From 1972 to 1995, OTA helped Congress assess complex issues 
and make wiser legislative choices. OTA reports addressed issues 
before almost every Congressional committee. The analyses pro- 



31 


duced by OTA set boundaries for debate, ruled out scientifically in- 
correct arguments, and helped to frame political decisions in tech- 
nically defensible ways. 

The OTA model honed over 23 years was incredibly successful. 
What is more, the 1972 Technology Assessment Act is a flexible 
document and any needed modernizations could be achieved within 
its scope. 

We are currently engaging the best thinkers on OTA to develop 
a commonsense proposal for restarting OTA that takes into account 
fiscal realities. We plan to submit a detailed fiscal year 2011 fund- 
ing proposal within the next 2 weeks. Renewing OTA is a 
multiyear project, and we do not believe the taxpayers and Amer- 
ican families should wait any longer. 

I am here as a mother and a daughter, as much as I am here 
as a scientist, to tell you that OTA, while designed to serve the 
needs of Congress, also in reality served the needs of our Nation. 
Members of Congress do not lack for input, but in many situations 
they do lack credible and nonpartisan information that is struc- 
tured in a way they can easily use. 

OTA was uniquely positioned to provide accurate information in 
the following areas: unnecessary expenditure of taxpayer money on 
unproven technologies or other scientifically indefensible policies, 
early identification and analysis of technological issues before they 
became national crises, and evaluation of executive branch initia- 
tives to aid Congress in its oversight role. 

OTA more than earned its keep by identifying ineffective, waste- 
ful programs and suggesting improvements to others. The savings 
from just two OTA studies, one on Alzheimer’s disease and one 
that exposed the flaws in the Social Security Administration com- 
puter system, would have nearly paid for OTA for the last 15 years, 
just two studies. 

What is more, policies based on OTA studies saved lives and re- 
duced the need for future medical intervention. A 1988 study point- 
ed out the vulnerability of low birth weight infants to physical and 
mental disability. The study then helped change Medicaid eligi- 
bility rules by expanding access to prenatal care to millions of 
women in poverty. 

A 1987 study predicted that Medicare coverage of mammograms 
for senior women could cut breast cancer deaths. 

A 1990 study concluded that older women undergoing routine 
PAP smears were much less likely to develop cervical cancer than 
unscreened women. 

A number of OTA reports also proved to be years ahead of their 
time on many of the critical issues that Congress is debating today, 
and Congressman Holt I think gave you a great list of those. 

Finally, in recent years. Congress has approved a number of ex- 
pensive yet troubled programs that could have been identified and 
averted by a timely OTA assessment. 

The Department of Homeland Security spent nearly 3 years 
pushing for a costly radiation detection system for smuggled nu- 
clear material that did not work as promised, while neglecting to 
upgrade existing equipment that could have improved security. 

The GAO, the National Academies, and the Congressional Re- 
search Service are all very good at what they do; and they should 
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continue to do it. But none of them can fill OTA’s shoes. OTA stud- 
ies were technically accurate, analytically sound, and balanced. In 
its reports, OTA made no policy recommendations but presented a 
range of policy options that were consistent with its technical find- 
ings. OTA also informally aided Members and their staff in how to 
think about an issue by inquiring into the foundations of claims 
made by technology and paying close attention to its consequences. 

The world has changed since the OTA was authorized 40 years 
ago, and undoubtedly the OTA that might open in 2011 would need 
to be modernized. A revitalized OTA in the 21st century would take 
full advantage of electronic communication to boost its educational 
capacity, be more responsive to both parties, and establish strong 
working relationships within similar agencies. 

Today, for example, OTA could assess technologies designed to 
protect our children from lead poisoning, evaluate technologies de- 
signed to help seniors and the disabled stay in their homes longer, 
and assist Congress to make accurate links among investments in 
various technologies and their potential to create jobs. 

I bring with me today a letter signed by 41 diverse organizations 
supporting the revival of OTA, and I hope this is the beginning of 
a dialogue that will lead to the restoration of this important agen- 
cy- 

[Dr. Grifo’s prepared statement and support letter for OTA fol- 
low:] 
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Written Testimony of Francesca T. Grifo, Ph.D. 

Senior Scientist with the Union of Concerned Scientists 

Scientific Integrity Program 

Before the Appropriations Subcommittee on Legislative Branch 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Hearing on 2011 Appropriations 
February 24, 2010 

This testimony is presented by Dr. Francesca Grifo, Senior Scientist with the Union of 
Concerned Scientists (UCS), a leading science-based nonprofit working for a healthy 
environment and a better world. The full testimony is submitted for the record. Dr. Grifo will 
summarize her statement for the Committee on the need for Refunding of the Office of 
Technology Asses.sment (OTA). This written testimony provides (I ) a brief introduction, (2) a 
summary of why Congress needs the OTA, (3) the unique qualities of the OTA, (4) the 
weaknesse.s of the arguments agaimt the OTA, (5) what an OTA might look like today, and (6) 
recommendations for next steps. 

Madame Chairman, Ranking Member Aderholt, and members of the Subcommittee, the Union 
of Concerned Scientists appreciates the opportunity to testify today on an extremely important 
issue - appropriations for the Office of Technology Assessment (OTA), 

In order for Congress to responsibly manage the taxpayer’s money and to enact laws that keep 
our nation secure and healthy. Congress must ensure that it has a source of credible and timely 
advice on science and technology. Such an organization would look very much like the OTA, 
which was defunded in 1995 but never eliminated. As the world grows ever more complicated 
and as global challenges mount, the time has come to bring the OTA back, 

I. Introduction 

With the Technology Assessment Act of 1972, Congress created a new agency— the 
Congressional Office of Technology Assessment, known as the OTA — to provide “unbiased 
information concerning the phy.sical, biological, economic, social, and political effects of 
technological applications,”' 

From 1972 to 1995, the OTA helped Congress to assess complex issues and make wiser 
legislative choices. OTA reports addressed issues before almost every Congressional committee, 
and through those reports, legislators could better understand new technologies and their policy 
implications. The reports helped set the terms of debate and increased understanding of the risks 
and implications of policy options. Because these reports were designed to frame issues and 
assess multiple policy alternatives, they were often cited by both sides during the same 
Congressional debate. 
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During its 23 years of operation, OTA produced about 750 studies? At the time of its demise, the 
OTA was the government’s smallest agency with fewer than 150 permanent staff but it exerted 
an outsized influence in the policy world and had many admirers from all parts of the political 
spectrum. France, the Netherlands, Sweden, and a dozen other countries established science and 
technology information agencies based on the OTA model.’’ 

Although funding for the OTA was eliminated in 1995, the legislation that created it was never 
repealed. Congress should renew funding for the OTA to restore the legislature’s ability to 
understand the implications of policy choices surrounding complex issues. 

11. Why Congress Needs an OTA 

OTA is a Credible Source of Information. 

Washington, D.C. is a city awash in reports, white papers, fact sheets and other bits of 
information. The challenge for Congress is to separate the valuable information from the spin. 
This process is time consuming and often requires a level of expertise that even the best and 
most well-trained staffers will not always have. 

Members of Congress certainly do not lack for input, but in many situations they do lack credible 
and nonpartisan information that is structured in a way they can easily use. OTA was uniquely 
structured to provide credible information in the following areas: 

• Unnecessary expenditure of taxpayer money on unproven technologies or other policies 
that are scientifically indefensible 

• Early identification and analysis of technological issues before they became national 
crises 

• Evaluation of Executive Branch science and technology initiatives to aid Congress in its 
oversight duties. 

While the analysis produced by OTA did not always drive congressional decision making, it did 
set boundaries to the debate, rule out some scientifically incorrect arguments, and help to frame 
political decisions in technically defensible ways. 

The National Academies, the Congressional Research Service (CRS), and the Government 
Accountability Office (GAO) all have important and related missions and do them well, but as 
we describe below, they cannot meet these needs and replace what the OTA was able to do. 

OTA Can Save Taxpayer Money. 

When OTA was operational, it more than earned its keep by identifying wasteful and ineffective 
programs and suggesting improvements to others. We provide a few relevant examples: 

• As far back as 1980, OTA recommended that the U.S. improve its disaster preparedness 
by emphasizing self-help. Studies cited by OTA showed that people prefer “rebuilding 
advice and supplies to extensive mass shelter or temporary housing.’’"* Over two decades 
later, FEMA trailer contracts wasted tens of millions of dollars during the disaster 
response to Hurricane Katrina. A GAO report determined that FEMA wasted much as 
$30 million in poorly managed temporary trailer supply contracts, including “about $15 
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million spent on maintenance inspections even though there was no evidence that 
inspections occurred.”^ 

• A 1988 OTA study, “Healthy Children: Investing in the Future” pointed out the 
vulnerability of low birthweight infants to a variety of physical and mental disabilities. 

Its research concluded that expanding Medicaid eligibility to all pregnant women living 
in poverty would cost much less than the cost of $14,000 to $30,000 to treat the health 
problems of each low birthweight infants.* That study helped change Medicaid eligibility 
rules by expanding access to prenatal care to millions of women in poverty. 

• A 1987 OTA study predicted that Medicare coverage of mammograms for senior women 
could cut breast cancer deaths by 22 percent by the year 2000.’ Likewise, a 1990 OTA 
study concluded that older women undergoing routine pap smears were much less likely 
to develop cervical cancer than unscreened women.* Both of these reports were 
instrumental in expanding Medicare coverage to include routine mammograms and pap 
smears, thus saving both taxpayer dollars and lives. 

A number of OTA reports also proved to be years ahead of their time on many of the critical 
issues Congress is debating today - from weapons proliferation to genetic discrimination to 
comparative effectiveness research in health care. On the topic of renewable fuels, a 1995 OTA 
report “Renewing Our Energy Future” had already identified the drawbacks of com ethanol and 
the potential of second-generation biofuels such as switch grass.’ 

Finally, in recent years Congress has approved a number of expensive yet troubled programs that 
could have been identified and averted by a timely OTA assessment. 

• The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) spent three years pushing for a costly 
radiation detection system for smuggled nuclear material that did not work as billed, 
while it neglected to upgrade existing equipment that could have helped improve 
security. The DHS had already awarded billions of dollars in contracts for deployment of 
the detectors before a series of critical GAO reports and Congressional outcry caused 
them to reconsider.'’ 

III. The Unique Qualities of OTA 

There are a number of possible ways to structure technical advice to Congress, but a successful 
technology assessment organization should incorporate the following features: 

• The ability to access the highest levels of expertise on a given subject and the ability to 
utilize external peer review in finalizing its reports 

• The ability to assess information in an unbiased manner that would gain the respect of 
both parties 

• A focus on serving the needs of Congress and framing the issue in a way that is useful to 
legislators and their staffers 

• An institutional culture conducive to asking hard questions and clearly communicating 
the answers 

• The ability to be forward thinking and to address emerging issues, not just current crises 
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• An institutional commitment to transparency 

• The capacity and resources needed to complete reports in a timely fashion. 

Fulfilling all of these qualities is a challenge but the former OTA was quite successful at doing 
just that. Other researchers have considered similar parameters and concluded that any feasible 
alternate proposal for a technology assessment organization would end up looking quite similar 
to OTA. 

The National Academies (NAS), the Congressional Research Service (CRS) and the Government 
Accountability Office (GAO) are three other entities that are also in the business of providing 
information to Congress. These three organizations are all good at what they do, and they should 
continue to do it, but none of them satisfactorily fills the important role that OTA played. 

• The NAS provides excellent consensus recommendations from groups of the nation’s 
most respected scientists and experts. But advising Congress is not its primary function 
and while it tries to be responsive to congressional requests, it can and does say no at 
times. Furthermore, the NAS is not always attuned to the needs and timelines of 
legislators and its reports are very expensive to produce. Not being a government 
agency, the NAS lacks the automatic and high-level access to other parts of the federal 
government that OTA would have. 

• The CRS is highly respected for its rapid response, but it is not accustomed to working 
with stakeholders or outside experts. It does not have the technological or analytical 
capacity of the OTA, nor does it have experience with peer review. Historically CRS has 
responded to requests from members not committees. 

• The GAO has very recently begun to undertake technological assessments of the type 
formerly done by OTA, but that program is bound by the rules and culture of a financial 
auditing agency. While the GAO has extensive access to all parts of the federal 
government and has produced numerous reports that have proven extremely useful for 
oversight, it has little experience with forward-looking assessments. Given the GAO’s 
core mission, it is unlikely that technology assessment will find a permanent home at 
GAO. 

The Structure of OTA. 

The Congressional environment is highly political and hence technical analysis for Congress is 
very different from research or analysis conducted in academic or other settings. The OTA’s 
unique value derived from its ability to frame problems, to distinguish topics of importance from 
non-issues, and to identify the important policy choices available. By leaving out the value 
judgments and prescriptive recommendations, OTA was able to be both authoritative and 
credible. 

OTA was overseen by a Technical Advisory Board (TAB) which was composed of six Senators 
and six representatives, evenly split between the two parties. OTA worked primarily on studies 
requested by Congressional committees and it was prohibited by statute from issuing 
recommendations for action. Because OTA was a part of Congress it was adept at 
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communicating with politicians but was also sufficiently insulated from politics that its findings 
were seen as credible. 

OTA studies were technically accurate, analytically sound, and while balanced with respect to 
stakeholder interests, were not watered down by requiring consensus amongst those 
stakeholders. The reports were highly influential outside of Congress and were often best-sellers 
at the Government Printing Office. For example, GPO sold 48,000 OTA reports in 1980 alone.'^ 
All major OTA studies relied on advisory panels of experts who served as sources of 
information, guidance, and critical review. These panels included top substantive experts, who 
helped assure the studies’ technical and analytic quality, and individuals representing the 
different interests at stake. 

Finally, it is clear that the presence of OTA raised the level of discourse in Congress. In its 
reports, OTA made no policy recommendations, but rather presented a range of policy options 
that were consistent with its technical findings. There were instances when a member of the TAC 
would vote to approve the release of a study and moments later issue a statement critical of some 
aspect of the report recommendations. Often the same OTA report was cited by both sides of a 
debate. OTA also informally aided members and their staff in how to think about an issue, by 
inquiring into the foundations of claims made by a technology and pa 5 dng close attention to its 
consequences 

IV. The Areuments Against OTA are Weak 

Numerous arguments were made in favor of eliminating OTA in 1995, and have been repeated 
by some in the years since. 

Speed. Some criticized OTA for having a report schedule that was too slow for Congress’s 
needs. While OTA could move quickly when necessary, the organization’s primary value came 
in the preparation of more complex reports where the speed of response was less important than 
getting the analysis right. The niche filled by OTA was that it could undertake longer more 
complex studies than CRS, which specializes in fast mm-around reports, and it could better tailor 
its findings to the needs of Congress than could the NAS. 

Indeed, many of OTA’s reports have proven to be years ahead of their time, and stand as the 
definitive first analysis of emerging issues years before Congress moved to legislate. 

Political bias. A high-profile dispute between OTA and the Reagan administration about the 
technical feasibility of proposed missile-defense systems gave fuel to the idea that the 
organization was politically biased. However, the OTA approached even the most controversial 
topics with objectivity and balance, and in doing so won numerous supporters from both sides of 
the aisle. OTA’s governing structure — in particular, the strictly bipartisan TAB — helped ensure 
non-partisan analysis. In addition, the statutory restriction on issuing recommendations kept the 
reports focused on technical issues rather than politics. 

Redundancy. One argument made in favor of ending OTA was that members of Congress could 
directly contact any needed experts, rather than using OTA as a “middleman.” What’s more, in 
the years since OTA’s demise the internet has radically transformed how Congress and the 
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public access information. Google and Wikipedia are now the first stop for many people in 
searching out needed information. 

But none of this can replace the value of credible, peer-reviewed technical reports, such as those 
provided by OTA. Members of Congress can of course .seek advice from anyone they wish, but 
the danger there is that members will only seek out those experts who conform to their existing 
policy biases, even if those experts are far outside the mainstream. Furthermore, most of the 
pressing questions put before Congress simply cannot be decided by information found on a 
Wikipedia page; as the OTA expert Christopher Hill put it, “Congress is not particularly 
interested in the melting point of bismuth.” 

IV. What would OTA look like today? 

The world has changed since 1972 when the OTA first opened its doors, and undoubtedly the 
OTA that might open in 201 1 would also have to be different. The bicameral bipartisan 
congressional board, the focus on framing issues and looking to the future, the mix of internal 
and external expertise, and the attention to the needs of its congressional client are all essential 
elements that should be retained in any technology assessment organization, no matter its name. 

Some recommendations for bringing a revitalized OTA into the 21®‘ century would be: 

• Take full advantage of the internet and electronic communication to boost the public 
service and education aspect of OTA work 

• Greater flexibility in the speed of response to allow some simpler reports to be issued on 
a shorter timeframe 

• Broaden the responsiveness of OTA to include individual members of Congress, not just 
committee chairs and leadership 

• Establish strong working relationships with similar agencies such as NAS, CRS and 
GAO. 

V. Conclusions 

The OTA model, honed over 23 years of serving the needs of Congress and the nation, has been 
proven. Nobody would argue that OTA was perfect, however, the Technology Assessment Act 
has turned out to be an amazingly flexible document, and any needed improvements can be done 
within its scope. The agency’s structure, as defined in 1972, remains appropriate today. 

We see the OTA as an important tool to help the United States face the challenges ahead. We 
call on Congress to reopen the OTA and we look forward to working with members of Congress 
to achieve this important goal. 

We are in the process of engaging the best thinkers on OTA to guide us in the development of a 
common-sense proposal for re-starting OTA that takes into account our fiscal reality. We will 
submit a detailed proposal and recommendation of a FYl 1 funding level within the next two 
weeks to your office for your consideration. We realize that starting up OTA is a multi-year 
project, but we do not believe the taxpayers and American families should wait any longer for 
this effort to begin. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much for your com- 
mitment, Dr. Grifo; and we will take that letter and shall enter it 
into the record. Thank you very much. 

[The information provided for the record follows:] 
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February 24. 2010 


The Flonorable Debbie Wassemian Schultz 
Chair. Subcommittee on Legislative Branch 
1 1 8 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington. DC 20515 


I he Honorable Robert B. Aderholt 
Ranking Member. Subcommittee on Legislative Branch 
14.T5 Longvvorth House Office Building 
Washington. DC 20515 


[Tear Representatives: 

As public health, scientist. labor, public interest, environmental, faith-based, civil liberties and 
transparency organizations that beliece good government depends on access to reliable and 
independent scientific and technological advice, we are writing to urge you to include funding 
for the Office of Technology As,sessrnent (01 A ) in the legislative branch appropriations bill for 
Fiscal Year 2011. 

The public health, national security, and environmental challenges that face our nation can be 
met only if members of Congress are able to make fully-informed decisions. With the rise of the 
Internet, more information is available than ever before — yet it is difficult if not impo.ssible to 
separate facts from agenda-driven spin. Congress needs an independent body of e.Nperts to offer 
guidance on i.ssues directly related to public health and safety, national security, the most 
efficient use of taxpayer dollars, and how innovation and competitiveness can create viable 
American jobs. 


For 2.) years, the OTA provided trustworthy, non-partisan information on scientific and 
technological issues from /Mzheimer's disease to acid rain. Despite its good work. OTA was the 
v ictim of budget cuts in 1995. a move that saved the government a little more than $20 million 
annually. Since then, the government has .spent billions on new technologies that have not 
worked as promised. 

Revitalizing the OTA would enable members of Congress to more fully understand the 
adv antages and implications of the science and technologies in which they are asked to invest. 

Fhe OT'.A was never abolished, just stripped of its funding. We urge you to restore its funding to 
ensure Congress has adequate guidance on emerging .science and technology issues. 

Sincerely. 


Mary Alice Baish 

Director of Government Relations 

American Association of Law Libraries 



Lama W. Murphy 

Director. Washington l.egislalive Office 
American Civil Liberties Union 

■lohn Arthur Marshall 
Chairman of the Board of Directors 
Arthur R. Marshall Foundation 

Barbara A. Brenner. .I.D. 

Executive Director 
Breast Cancer Action 


William Snape 
Senior Counsel 

Center for Biological Diversity 
Ari Schwartz 

Vice I’resident and Chief Operating Officer 
Center for Democracy and Technology 

•leff Chester 

Executive Director 

Center for Digital Democracy 


Paul Kurtz 
Chairman 
Center for Inquiry 

Lisa (irat es 

rixecutive Director 

Center for Media and Democracy 


Bethany Oravell 
Executive Director 
Center for Nati\e Ecosystems 

David W. Plunkett. .I.D...I.M. 

Senior Staff .Attorney . Food Safety Program 
Center for Science in the Public Interest 

Da\ id McCabe. Ph.D. 

Climate Science Specialist 
Clean .Air Task Force 



Dave Werntz 

Science and Conservation Director 
Con serv at i on N ortli west 
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Michelle De Mooy 

Senior Associate. National Priorities 

Consumer Action 

Kevin Bankston 
Senior Staff Attorney 
Electronic Frontier Foundation 

Leda Huta 
Fixecutive Director 
Endangered Species Coalition 

•lolin Richard 
Director 

Essential Information 
•loe Volk 

Executive Secretary 

Friends Committee on National Legislation 

Peter Saiindry. Ph.D. 

Executive Director 

National Council for Science and the Environment 

Diana Zuckerman. Ph.D. 

President 

National Research Center for Women & Families 

,Amy A Hina 
Program Director 

National Women's Health Network 


Lewis Maltby 
President 

National Workrights Institute 


Rick E. Melberth. Ph.D. 
Director of Regulatory Policy 
0MB Watch 



Patrice McDermott 
Director 

OpenTheC'ioveniment.org 

Ste\e Pedery 
Conservation Director 
Oregon Wild 

Ashley Katz 
Executive Director 
Patient Privacy Rights 

Deborah Pierce 
Executive Director 
Privacy Activism 

Robert Ellis Smith 
Publisher 
Privacy journal 

Beth Givens 
Director 

Privacy Rights Clearinghouse 


Evan Hendricks 
Editor 

Privacy Times 

Progressive Librarians Guild 

Danielle Brian 

Executive Director 

Project On Cjovernment Oversight 


Celeste Monforton. DrPH. MPH 
Director 

Project on Scientific Knowledge and Public Policy 

David Arkiish 
Director 

Public Citizen’s Congress Watch 


Kirsten Moore 
President and C’HO 

Reproductive Health Technologies Project 
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Ellen Miller 
Executive Director 
Sunlight Foundation 

Robert K. Musil, Ph,D„ M.P.H. 

President 

The Scoc ille Peace Fellowship 

Francesca T. Grifo. Ph.D. 

Director. Scientific Integrity Program 
Einion of Concerned Scientists 

Sylvia E. Johnson 
Legislative Representative 

International Elnion. llnited Automobile. Aerospace & Agricultural Implement Workers of 
America (IJAW') 

Bruce McIntosh 
Staff Ecologi.st 

Western Nebraska Resources Council 

Pam Dixon 
Executive Director 
World Privacy Forum 


Cc; 

The Flonorable Tom Cole 

The Honorable Michael Honda 

Hie Honorable Steven C. LaToiirette 

The Flonorable Jerry Lewis 

The Honorable Betty McCollum 

The Honorable David R. Obey 

The Honorable Ciro Rodriguez 

The Honorable C..A. "Dutch" Ruppersberger 

I he Honorable Tim Ryan 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Any questions? 

RATIONALE FOR OTA 

Mr. Aderholt. Going back to 1972, do you know what sparked 
the inception of the OTA? 

Ms. Grifo. I was not in Washington at that time. I was in high 
school. But the historical accounts discuss that we were coming out 
of a very strong executive branch era, namely the Nixon adminis- 
tration, and that there was a thought on the part of Congress that 
indeed more technical information in this branch would allow you 
to more carefully evaluate executive branch initiatives. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. 

Ms. Grifo. Always a good thing. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. That answers my question. Thank you 
very much. 

Mr. Cole. Just one quick question. First of all, I wish I had been 
in high school in 1972. 

But I am going to ask a similar sort of historical type question. 
I am just curious, the range of studies that are cited by you and 
the Congressman really is impressive in terms of the how much 
money you are talking about saving. How were decisions made as 
to what topics would be chosen, what the focus of the resources 
would be, which is congressionally driven by Member request? Was 
there a strategic overview? These are areas that clearly Congress 
is going to be dealing with. 

Ms. Grifo. There was a bicameral, bipartisan group of Senators 
and Congressmen that were managing the day-to-day operations 
along with an executive director. So there were topics that would 
come in from committee chairs. Typically, they also had a ranking 
member on them, not always. It was not a requirement. But typi- 
cally they did. 

Those topics would come in and then that bicameral, bipartisan 
board would discuss them and they would help OTA to make those 
decisions about which things to go ahead on. 

Mr. Cole. Are you comfortable that would be the mechanism, as- 
suming that it would continue to work that way? 

Ms. Grifo. It worked really well. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. If the gentleman would yield, one of 
the criticisms I heard about the way it operated at the time and 
that I think would be important in terms of an update was that 
it was too exclusively controlled by chairs and ranking members 
and that rank-and-file members who had an interest in having 
studies done by OTA were essentially shut out and that, even fur- 
ther, it was more specifically controlled — there is a board for OTA, 
a certain number of members. So that if we did consider this it 
would I think need to be reconstituted in such a way that it would 
be accessible to more members and there would be a broader array 
of studies with a broader array of input. 

Ms. Grifo. If I could just address that. I think there are different 
size OTA reports. There are smaller and bigger. And I think ex- 
tending the very large, long-term reports to every Member of Con- 
gress might be difficult. But there are certainly smaller ones that 
could be done that would lead to larger ones. 
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The other thing that happened in the past was the director of 
OTA was frequently contacted by other Members and had a direc- 
tor’s kind of discretionary set of reports that they could do. So they 
tried to respond. But I agree. More responsiveness would be defi- 
nitely a modernization that we need. 

Mr. Cole. Thank you. I yield back. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you ve^ much. 

Mr. Aderholt. I have one more question. You mentioned the 
OTA board. Who makes up the OTA board or who made up the 
OTA board? 

Ms. Grifo. It was Members of both Houses. It was, I think — 
what was it — three or four from each — six. Sorry. Thank you. Six 
from each House. Three of each party from each House. 

Mr. Aderholt. House and Senate. 

Ms. Grifo. Uh-huh. And there was also a technical advisory com- 
mittee that was outside people, and that could be constituted in 
many different ways of experts. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. Dr. Grifo. 


Wednesday, February 24, 2010. 

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF LAW LIBRARIES 
WITNESS 

MARY ALICE BAISH, DIRECTOR OF GOVERNMENT RELATIONS OFFICE, 

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF LAW LIBRARIES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Next, we will hear from Mary Alice 
Baish, the Director of Government Relations to the American Asso- 
ciation of Law Libraries. 

You can proceed with a summary of your statement, and your 
statement will be entered into the record. 

Opening Statement — Mary Alice Baish 

Ms. Baish. Thank you so much. It is great to be back. 

Yes, I am indeed a veteran. Madam Chairwoman Wasserman 
Schultz, Ranking Member Aderholt, and Mr. Cole. 

I just wanted to point out before I begin my statement that I am 
one of the 42 signatories of the letter in support of the OTA. I don’t 
want you to take money out of the Public Printer’s budget for fiscal 
year 2011, but I did want — I was very impressed with the laundry 
list of important reports. 

I just wanted to say they did a groundbreaking report in 1988 
or 1989 called Informing the Nation, and it was all about moving 
to new technologies to improve access to government information 
and how the government should do their IT. So I think it really 
helped the government move forward. 

So, good morning, again. On behalf of AALL, I want to applaud 
you. Madam Chair, for changing the order of these hearings. I was 
initially stunned when I received the call to testify. But in thinking 
about what it did is it gave me an opportunity to talk about — to 
members of AALL and other depository librarians. 

First of all, we urge you to fully support the congressional print- 
ing and binding fund for Congressional print materials, because we 
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do believe that depository libraries should have the option of re- 
ceiving your records of congressional action in print. 

It was reported to me over the summer that the Library of Con- 
gress accepts only paper or microfiche as the only recognized archi- 
val formats. And while the Library of Congress through AMVETS 
is making some excellent progress in collaborative research on how 
to preserve the vast amounts of electronic information, there is 
really no guarantee today that today’s government information 
available only electronically will be preserved and available in 5, 
10, 50 or 100 years. 

Second, we strongly supported the first release of GPO’s FDsys 
of public data about a year ago. We are delighted with the im- 
proved search capabilities and additional collections that have been 
added since then. 

We believe that the complete migration of the GPO access system 
into the FDsys, must be a top priority for the Government Printing 
Office. We are especially anxious to have the entire electronic code 
of Federal regulations, which unfortunately is available through 
GPO access to be migrated into the FDsys because it is an impor- 
tant title for legal researchers in the public. They are asking, the 
Public Printer is asking, for $8 million for FDsys in fiscal year 
2011, and we strongly urge you to approve that number. 

We also urge you to provide funding for GPO to replace old leg- 
acy systems with new technologies for the 21st Century. There was 
a very unfortunate incident in late August when GPO’s PURL serv- 
er had a significant failure. It took many weeks for GPO to restore 
the hardware, the system configuration and URL resolutions. For- 
tunately, none of the data was permanently lost, but during those 
several weeks, depository library patrons were unable to access 
thousands of electronic documents, which they had linked to in 
their library catalogue because the titles had not been made avail- 
able to them in print. 

My purpose in mentioning this incident is to urge you to make 
sure that GPO has in place a mirror site, a high security backup 
system or other scheme so that we know that the entire content of 
information available through the FDsys will be permanently avail- 
able to the public. 

Third, that the digitization of historic government information 
for no fee permanent public government access is a very important 
initiative. We are pleased to see that GPO is becoming more active 
in encouraging depository libraries to partner with them to digitize 
to historic materials. 

Ideally if the files meet GPO’s high preservation standards, they 
could be ingested in that FDsys. We believe that also as the Legis- 
lative Branch Appropriations Subcommittee it would be a great 
deal for you to urge the Government Printing Office to partner 
with the Library of Congress on a number of — into a formal MOU 
to digitize, print Congressional materials. The Law Library is al- 
ready digitizing entire content, for example, of the U.S. Statutes- 
at-Large and other titles. If GPO would create the necessary 
metadata for these files, they could be ingested into the FDsys as 
well as made available through LOC’s Thomas system. We think 
this is a great deal for the American public. 
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GPO and LC are already collaborating on digitizing the pre 1994 
Congressional Record. GPO donating some of the print, missing 
copies that the library doesn’t have and LC is doing the digital 
scanning. We would like to see this important partnership between 
two legislative branch agencies formalized by an MOU and ex- 
panded. 

Fourth, as part of their mission to provide access to current gov- 
ernment information we would like GPO to begin to capture con- 
tent from agency Web sites to be ingested into the FDsys. It is a 
fact today that agency-born digital materials are those that are 
most at risk of disappearing and being lost forever. We believe that 
capturing agency content that is within the scope of the Federal 
Depository Library Program is, in fact, the digital equivalent of the 
GPO’s print, publishing role since the agency was established in 
1860. 

Thank you so much for the invitation to appear before you today. 
I will be happy to answer any questions and I will be submitting 
a longer statement. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. 

[Ms. Baish’s prepared statement follows:] 
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American Association of Law Libraries 

Maximizing the Power of the Law Library Community Since 1906 


Oral Statement of 

Mary Alice Baish 
Director of Government Relations 
American Association of Law Libraries 

On Behalf of the 

American Association of Law Libraries 

Legislative Branch Subcommittee Public Witness Hearing 
House Committee on Appropriations 
February 24, 2010 


Madam Chair Wasseiman Schultz, Ranking Member Aderholt, and members of the 
Subcommittee. 

On behalf of the American Association of Law Libraries, 1 am here today to urge you to 
fund, in its entirety, the FY 201 1 Budget request for GPO submitted by Public Printer 
Robert Tapella. In my limited time this morning, I would like to address four key issues 
that are especially important to our members. 

First, Congressional materials are core documents of our democracy and federal 
depository libraries must have the option of receiving them in print. It has been reported 
to me that the Library of Congress accepts paper or microfiche as the only recognized 
archival formats. While the Library of Congress is making good progress in collaborative 
international research on how to preserve digital content, there are no guarantees that 
today’s electronic government information will be available in 10, 50 or 100 years. 

Second, we applauded the first release of FDsys as a public beta a year ago. Our members 
are very pleased with its improved search capabilities and the additional collections that 
have been added since then. We believe that the complete migration of the GPO Access 
system into FDsys must be a top priority. We are especially anxious for the entire 
electronic Code of Federal Regulations (e-CFR), available today through GPO Access, to 
be migrated into FDsys because it is such an important title for legal researchers. We urge 
you to fund FDsys at $8,000,000 in FY 201 1 to achieve this goal. 
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We also urge you to provide the necessary funding for GPO to replace old legacy systems 
with 21** century technologies. There was a very unfortunate incident in late August when 
GPO’s PURL (persistent URL) server had a significant failure. It took well over a week 
for GPO to restore the hardware, the system configuration and URL resolutions. 
Fortunately, no data was lost but during that time period, depository library patrons were 
unable to access thousands of online documents made accessible through GPO. 

My purpose in mentioning this incident is to urge you to make sure that GPO has in place 
a mirror site, high-secure back-up system or other scheme so that we know that the entire 
content of FDsys will always remain permanently available to the public. 

Third, the digitization of historic government document for no-fee permanent public 
access is an important initiative. We are pleased that GPO is becoming more active in 
encouraging formal partnerships through which depository libraries and others do the 
digital scanning. Ideally, if the files meet GPO’s high preservation standards, they could 
be ingested into FDsys. 

We believe it would be a good deal for the American taxpayer if GPO and the Library of 
Congress would enter into a formal MOU to partner on the digitization of historic legal 
resources. The Law Library has already digitized the entire series of the U.S. Statutes at 
Large and other titles. If GPO would create the necessary metadata, these files could be 
made available through both FDsys and LC’s THOMAS system. 

GPO and LC are already collaborating on the digitization of the pre-1 994 volumes of the 
Congressional Record, with GPO donating some print volumes and LC producing the 
digital images. We would like to see this important partnership between two legislative 
branch agencies formalized and expanded. 

Fourth, as part of their mission to provide access to current government information, we 
would like GPO to begin to capture content from agency Web sites to be ingested into 
FDsys. It is a fact that agency bom digital materials made publicly available on the Web 
are at the greatest risk of disappearing and being lost forever. We believe that capturing 
agency content that is within the scope of the Federal Depository Library Program is, in 
fact, the digital equivalent of GPO’s print publishing role since the agency was 
established in 1 860. 

Thank you very much for the invitation to appear before you this morning. I’ll be happy 
to answer any questions you might have and look forward to submitting to the 
Subcommittee a detailed long statement. 
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DISCUSSIONS WITH THE LIBRARY AND GPO 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. On the Memorandum of Under- 
standing that you are encouraging, are there any ongoing discus- 
sions between the Library and GPO toward that goal? 

Ms. Baish. There absolutely are, my sense is that the Library of 
Congress is most anxious to enter into these formal partnerships 
and that we haven’t gotten as timely a response from the Govern- 
ment Printing Office as we would like. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Well, see that is why we are doing 
these at the beginning. 

Ms. Baish. I applaud you for that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I will be able to help encourage that 
process along. 

Ms. Baish. Thank you so much. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You are welcome. And thank you for 
your passion. 

Mr. Aderholt. 


FDSYS 

Mr. Aderholt. You mention the FDsys in your comments. Just 
briefly explain to the committee here how that system operates. In 
the last year it has been put online? 

Ms. Baish. Correct. 

I will be happy to. Congress enacted the GPO Access Act in 1993 
which really was a mandate for the Government Printing Office to 
move into the electronic world. And they began it in the text of the 
Act it gave GPO the authority to provide electronic access to the 
Federal Register, the Congressional Record, the core documents of 
Congress. In fact, it was this committee, and I brought along a copy 
of the report because I had many letters of support and one of the 
appendices, but this subcommittee had asked for a study for a GPO 
accomplished in 1996 to identify how to move strongly into the 
electronic world as they had been the historic publisher for the 
Federal Government. 

The former Public Printer Bruce James had a vision to update 
the technology, the old technology of GPO Access, again, which was 
created back in 1994 to bring it up to date with 21st Century’s 
technology. Fortunately, your Subcommittee and Congress funded 
the development on the Federal digital system. 

The plan is for GPO to migrate all of the old content off WAIS 
server, which was not quite state-of-the-art back in 1994 into a 
21st Century technology, so a beta test which was finally launched 
about a year ago, about a year behind schedule, but it was worth 
waiting for is actually the new system that GPO has developed. 
And they have already migrated all of the Congressional materials, 
the Federal Register, the Code of Federal Registration Regulations, 
the Presidential compilation into FDsys. The searchability is excel- 
lent. 

What GPO is also doing through the system is authenticating 
digitally signing bills from the House and the Senate. So they are 
doing a level of authentication. They also, as this article from July 
in Government Computer News says, FDsys stays current, it aims 
for permanent. I think that aims for permanent is exactly the point 
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I was trying to make earlier, that we really do not have the solu- 
tion for digital preservation. GPO aims to provide permanent pub- 
lic access, and we hope that the technology will be there for them 
to make it permanent. So if you haven’t taken a look at it, I just 
urge you to google FDsys and I think you will be very pleased as 
we are with the improvements. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you for your insight. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Do you have any questions? 

Mr. Ruppersberger. No, I do not. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Cole. 

NEED EOR PAPER COPIES 

Mr. Cole. Thank you for the emphasis on the placing of core doc- 
uments in published form in libraries. As an old historian, I love 
all this electronic stuff, it is great but there is nothing like real doc- 
uments in your fingers and the accessibility is really important. 

Ms. Baish. Well, I appreciate it. In my longer statement, I get 
into how AALL has become an international leader on the need to 
retain print primary law for the reasons I mentioned about the in- 
ability to ensure permanent public access and preserve them. I ac- 
tually brought this report that was at the request of the Sub- 
committee, it was published in June of 1996 under the attachments 
you will see the wonderful AALL logo. We have copies of this print 
report in every depository library around the country, and I have 
multiple copies in my office. I wrote the letters that are in the ap- 
pendices way back in the spring of 1996 on my work computer, on 
my old laptop and remember these? How many of you can put this 
into your office PC and get content? I can’t. 

Fortunately I received that old laptop that I purchased in 1995. 
I can read the content if the file hasn’t been corrupted which it 
may have had, but fortunately my home laptop in 1995 only had 
that old clunky dial-up access, do you remember that and how slow 
that would be. So really even if I could read the letters in this print 
publication on my laptop, I really wouldn’t have a way because now 
we save everything to these flash drives, and my old laptop can’t 
read anything from this flash drive. So that is just an example 
why. And thank you so much, Mr. Cole, for your comments. Print 
is very important, we know it will be here in 50 to 100 years. We 
are really pressing the government and the National Archives is 
ticking a roll and really the Library of Congress, GPO and NARA 
must work all together in resolving, or at least making progress to 
guarantee the preservation. I know that is an important issue for 
you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. It is, most definitely. Thank you very 
much. 

Ms. Baish. You are so welcome. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Next, we have Mr. Dennis Roth. 
President of the Congressional Research Employees Association. 
Welcome, you can proceed with a 5-minute summary. Your full 
statement will be entered into the record. 
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Wednesday, February 24 , 2010. 

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION 

WITNESS 

DENNIS ROTH, PRESIDENT, CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH EMPLOYEES 
ASSOCIATION 


Opening Remarks of Mr. Roth 

Mr. Roth. Good morning Chairman Wasserman Schultz, Rank- 
ing Member Aderholt and members of the Subcommittee. I am 
Dennis Roth, president of the Congressional Research Employees 
Association, the union representative of over 525 employees of the 
Congressional Research Service. I must begin by thanking the Sub- 
committee for its support of telework in CRS. We have been meet- 
ing with CRS management since October 2009 trying to negotiate 
a system that meets the needs of the Congress and CRS staff, and 
fulfills the needs of the Congress and CRS staff. Resolution has 
been difficult because CRS management took the Library’s existing 
system and made it unacceptably restrictive and inflexible. 

In order to address additional issues within my time limit, I will 
be happy to give more specifics during the question-and-answer pe- 
riod. 

Last year, the Subcommittee also requested a formal evaluation 
of how well CRS’s current staffing modules and procedures meet 
user needs. CREA learned last week that the contract of the eval- 
uation had just been awarded. The success of the survey rests 
heavily on Congressional participation. We urge the members of 
this Subcommittee and its staff to encourage its counterparts in the 
House and Senate to participate fully when the survey gets imple- 
mented. 

Two years ago, we also brought to the Subcommittee the tension 
about the dismantling of the Office of Workforce Diversity, includ- 
ing the Equal Employment Opportunity Complaints Office and the 
Dispute Resolution Center. The situation has improved only mar- 
ginally. The replacement Office of Opportunity, Inclusiveness, and 
Compliance remains woefully understaffed, and we do not find any 
monies to support the Office in the 2011 budget submission. At cur- 
rent staffing level, the Library’s demonstrating this lack of support 
for equal employment opportunity, diversity and dispute resolution. 

The OIC suffers from other major deficiencies, while the librar- 
ian states that the Library will follow the EEOC management di- 
rective 715 which is the policy guidance governing equal employ- 
ment opportunity in executive branch, the Library continues not 
yet to do so. Major MD 715 deficiencies include the failure to ele- 
vate the OIC director’s position to a direct report to the Librarian, 
which disregards the position’s authority. It allows participation of 
the Office of General Counsel in the complaint process, which ne- 
gates neutrality and introduces conflict of interest, and it lacks 
management support for alternative dispute resolution to resolve 
cases. 

Furthermore, while the OIC has been given their responsibility 
for fielding complaints regarding reasonable accommodation issues 
of library patrons, it has no authority to address them. In light of 
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the recent removal of Morris Davis, the assistant director of foreign 
affairs in trade division, CREA had to reassure our staff of their 
right to engage in outside speaking and writing. 

That was attached to my prepared testimony. As with the 
issuance of the 2004 director statement on outside speaking and 
writing, the termination of Colonel Davis has had an intimidating 
and chilling effect. 

CRS employees want to be able to continue participating in their 
fields of expertise outside of CRS, but now they are uncertain about 
possible negative consequences. This is unfortunate because outside 
speaking and writing are a necessary, obligatory part of their du- 
ties, i.e., it is a promotion criterion. 

The Library has also requested slightly over $1 million for stu- 
dent loan repayment support and tuition support. We have been re- 
questing funding for several years in this area and support this re- 
quest wholeheartedly. 

CREA also supports the Library request for 2 ETE career plan- 
ning specialists. We feel this indicates a commitment to career de- 
velopment within the Library. In 2009 identify the needs for the 
Library to complete its Library-wide succession plan, it is still un- 
finished. The need to fill positions continues and staff are available 
to be trained; bridges must be built to connect the two. 

We ask again that the Library, including CRS, develop an inter- 
nal selection policy so they will be ready to fill positions identified 
in succession plan with within. 

The Director has requested funding for an additional 17 ETEs in 
fiscal year 2011 and another 17 ETEs in 2012. Because we have 
not been briefed on how this was determined, we will neither sup- 
port nor oppose this request. However, all ETEs requested are for 
analyst positions. CRS needs to include more than analysts and at- 
torneys. We have staff librarians, library technicians, editors, bill 
digesters, technology staff, programming congressional relations 
specialist, support staff and so forth. Evaluate the needs for the 
service as a whole before it can make any endorsements. In the 
event the Subcommittee does fund these positions, we would raise 
two considerations; the first is the commitment to diversity and the 
second is a commitment to making CRS’s workplace policies more 
flexible and family friendly. 

In December 2009, President Obama signed Executive Order 
13522 — creating labor management forums to include delivery in 
government services, which is attached to the testimony. Its intent 
was to create a non-adversarial forum by which managers and em- 
ployees and union representatives could discuss government oper- 
ations. Management was instructed to discuss workplace chal- 
lenges and problems with labor and to attempt to solve them joint- 
ly rather than advising the union on predetermined solutions to 
problems. 

Implementation procedures were also included. We would like to 
have the Confess instruct the Library and other support agencies 
that have unions to create similar forums as soon as possible. 
CREA will be a happy to assist the Subcommittee in developing im- 
plementation ideas for strategy. This concludes the testimony and 
I would be happy to answer any questions. 

[Mr. Roth’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Written Satement of Dennis M. Roth 
President 

Congressional Research Employees Association (CREA) 
Before the 

Subconunittee on Legislative Branch 
Committee on Appropriations 
United Sates House of Represenatives 
February 24, 2010 


Madam Chairwoman and Members of the Subcommittee, 

My name is Dennis Roth, and I am President of the Congressional Research Employees 
Association or CREA, International Federation of Professional and Technical Engineers Local 75. 
Thank you for once again giving us the opportunity to testify before the Subcommitt^. We 
appreciate your willingness to hear the concerns of the employees of the Congressional Research 
Service regarding CRS and the Library of Congress. I wiU be addressing a number of matters, some 
of which affect only CRS and some of which are of Library- wide concern. 

Library-wide Concern: the Office of Opportiinitv. Inclnsiveness. and Compliance (OICl 

Office of Opportunity, Inclusiveness, and Compliance (OIC) 

Two years ago we brought to the Subcommittee’s attention the dismantling of the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Complaints Office and the Dispute Resolution Center. Although the 
Library did eventually create the Office of Opportunity, Inclusiveness, and Compliance, it remains 
understaffed and we do not find any funds requested for the OIC in the Library’s FY201 1 budget 
submission. The office now has only a Director, a Deputy, a single professional staff person, and 
a few support staff. At this staffing level, the Office has been unable to become as efficient and 
effective as needed, 

While the Librarian states that the Library will follow EEOC Management Directive 715, the 
policy guidance governing equal employmait opportunity in the Executive branch, the Library has 
not yet done so. To the extent that the Library has an EEO policy, it is has major deficiencies, 
including the following: 

1. The OIC Director's position does not report directly to the Librarian, which degrades the 
position's authority; 

2. The Office of General Counsel participates in the EEO complaint ja-ocess, which negates 
neutrality and introduces a conflict of interest; and 

3. The alternative dispute resolution process used to help resolve cases is not adequately 
supported, which is required in the CREA collective bargaining agreement 

Furthermore, while the OIC has been given the responsibility for fielding complaints regarding 
reasonable accommodation issues of Library patrons, it has no authority to address them. 
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CRS Concerns in 2010 (Workplace Environment-Flexibilitv. Service, and Opportunitv) 
Telework in Negotiation 

The Subcommittee Report for the Legislative Branch Appropriations Bill, 2010, included 
language directing “that CRS adopt and implement as soon as practicable a telework system 
modeled on the Library’ s existing system.” On behalf of all of our bargaining unit employees, CREA 
thanks you. 

Tbe 2010 report language also stated that the “Library’s [telework] system is very flexible and 
recognizes that management and work needs must be met while also helping employees,” and that 
“the Committee expects this new [CRS] telework policy to be in effect not later than January 1, 
2010.” However, because of choices made by CRS management, CREA bargaining unit employees 
still do not have teleworic. 

CRS and CREA have been negotiating since CRS management first submitted its telework 
proposal in October, and we have been working with a mediator fliom the Federal Mediation and 
Conciliation Service since December. This extended mediation has come about because CRS 
management is insisting on changes to the Library’s existing system that CREA and our bargaining 
unit find unacceptably restrictive and inflexible. For example, the CRS proposal would take away 
an employee’s ability to participate in a compressed work week schedule if he or she opted to 
telework. The Library’ s policy has no such restrictioir The CRS proposal also lunits telework to one 
fixed day per week, regardless of the type of duties an employee engages in. The Library does not 
limit telework to just one day per week. CRS has also refused to consider as part of this negotiation 
any effort to allow employees to work from home when they are imable to get to their regular work 
station. 

CRS management offers the same rationales it has used in the past to resist telework; that the 
CRS mission caimot adequately be achieved outside of the office and that workplace flexibility 
should not be used to help meet employee needs. On the contrary, we believe an effective policy will 
make it easier to provide better service under many scenarios, including the recent heavy snowfalls. 
We believe our proposals will enhance the ability of employees to achieve the CRS mission, as well 
as provide superior workplace flexibility. We are hopefiil that our negotiated telework program will 
become a model for efficiency and effectiveness. 

Confinuity of Operations (COOP) Planning 

We are concerned also about the position of CRS management regarding the importance that 
telework can play within its continuity of operations (COOP) procedures. We understand that 
employees may be expected to work off-site when the Library’ s COOP procedures are implemented. 
However, CRS management has offered litde guidance to employees about how off-site work would 
be implemented in a COOP situation. We are particularly concerned for those who may not have 
Intemet access at home. We believe that the current telework negotiations could be an effective place 
to address concrete COOP procedures. CREA first requested negotiations on COOP procedures and 
their impact on employees in 2002. Management never engaged in negotiations and refuses to 
address these issues in the current telework negotiations. 


- 2 - 


58 


Congressional User Survey 

The 2010 Subcommittee Report also noted that “CRS ... may have become less connected to 
the Committees and Member Offices it serves” and requested “a formal evaluation of how well its 
current staffing models and procedures meet user needs.” CREA learned last week that the contract 
for the evaluation has been awarded We requested further information from the Director on this 
project but, as of this date, have received nothing. Clearly staff and the union have a role to play as 
the evaluation progresses, and we ask that you instruct the Director to give us this opporttmity. 

Outside Speaking and Writing Activities 

In light of the recent removal of Morris Davis as Assistant Director of the Foreign Affairs, 
Defense, and Trade Division, CREA has had to reassure staff of their rights to engage in outside 
speaking and writing. As with the issuance of the 2004 Director’s Statement on Outside Speaking 
and Writing, the termination of Colonel Davis has had an intimidating and chilling effect Staff are 
concerned that they might be disciplined if they engage in outside speech or writing. CREA has been 
contacted by several employees who are wearied that their outside speaking and writing could be 
seen as impermissible. CREA is concerned that CRS employees will refrain from outside speaking 
and writing activities that could enhance their professional reputations and, ultimately, enhance the 
credibility of the Service. 

Far from being incompatible with CRS employees’ obligations, outside speaking and writing 
are a necessary and obligatory part of their duties. Under CRS’s guidelines, “recognition of tlte 
analyst’s professional expertise” by “high ranking officials in State governments, public interest 
groups, the courts, and subject matter experts and policy analysts in the Federal and other 
professional communities,” among others, is a specific tanking factor in evaluation for promotion 
to higher-level grades in CRS. We continue to monitor this situation and press for reasonableness, 
fairness, and clarity. See attachment for more discussion of CREA’s position on this topic. 

Student Loan Repayment and Tuition Support 

The Library has requested slightly over one million dollars for student loan repayment and 
tuition support. We have been requesting such funding for several years and support this 
wholeheart^ly. Student loan repayment is both a retention tool and a reemitrnem tool. Furthermore, 
each CRS employee is now required to have an Individual Development Plan. Many of these plans 
include ftirther education and training. Tuition support funding can help these plans to be realized. 
CREA feels so strongly about this that it has dedicated a modest fund that our members can apply 
to for loan repayment and scholarship support. 

Career Advancement at the Library and CRS 

In 2009, I identified the need for the Library to complete its Library-wide succession plan that 
identifies “future positions and competencies” and a corresponding “identification of strategies to 
address skill gaps for future positions” that includes the use of current staff. It is still unfinished. If 
the Library is to attain the high level it espouses as a Federal employer, it must build internal 
advancement mechanisms. The need to fill positions continues and staff are available to be trained; 
bridges must be built to connect the two. We again ask that the Library, including CRS, develop an 
Intemal Selection Policy .so that they will be ready to fill positions identified in the succession plan 
from within. CREA supports the Library’s request for funding two FTE career plaiming specialists; 
we feel this indicates a commitment to career development within the Library. 
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Increased CRS Staffing 

The Director has requested funding for an additional 17 FTEs in FY'2011 and another 17 FTEs 
in FY2012 to “broaden its expertise and strengthen analytical capacity . . The first CREA learned 
of this request was when the Library gave the unions copies of the Fiscal 2011 Budget Justification 
about a month ago. Because we have not been briefed on how this request was determined, CREA 
can neither support nor oppose the request. However, all the FTEs requested are either analyst or 
attorney positions. CRS's needs include more than analysts and attorneys; our staff includes 
librarians, library technicians, editors, bill digesters, technology staff, program and congressional 
relations specialists, support staff, and others. CREA would need to evaluate the needs for the 
Service as a whole before it could make any endorsement. 

In the event that the Subcommittee does fund these positions, we would raise two 
considerations. First is a commitment to diversity. Second is a commitment to making CRS's 
workplace policies more family friendly. Increased commitment to diversity and improved family 
friendliness will enable CRS to recruit and retain the highest level of talent available to serve 
Congress in the future. 

Police Offi<^ Staffing 

CREA supports Inspector Alan Morris’s request for additional officers to serve the needs of the 
Library of Congress complex. This winter, staff and visitors have had to wait in unusually long lines 
to enter the building, since police staff has often been available for only two doors. With additional 
officers, more doors can be opened and staff and visitors will move more efficiently. 

Ongoing I .ahor Management Cooperation (Executive Order 13S22I 

Union/Staff Engagement 

In my testimony last year I mentioned that the Library, including CRS, participated in the 
government-wide Federal Human Capital Survey (FHCS). A finding from the Survey was that staff 
wanted an opportunity to discuss and have input into decisions that affect their working conditions. 
Early in the summer of 2009 CRS developed an action plan to address concerns based on meetings 
with staff regarding the survey results. The Director created three teams: one on Workplace 
Flexibilities, one on Workforce Composition, and one on Business Requirements (see attachment). 
The announcement stated; “Each team will continue to provide updates on their activities and will 
take appropriate steps to elicit your input.” The Business Requirements team did conduct meetinp 
last summer; however, they did not seek meaningful input because of the FY201 1 budget deadline. 
Nearly eight months later, we are not aware of any meetings of these teams, and there has yet to be 
an attempt to elicit staff input or to report the activities of the teams. 

In December 2009, President Obama signed Executive Order 13522, Creating Labor- 
Management Forums to Improve Delivery cf Government Services (see attachment). Its intent was 
to create a non-adversarial forum by which managers, employees, and union representatives could 
discuss government opa'ations. Management was instmeted to discuss workplace challenges and 
problems with labor and to attempt to solve them jointly rather than advising the union on pre- 
determined solutions to problems. Implementation procedures were specifically laid out in the 
Executive Order. We would like to have the Congress instmet its support agencies that have unions 
to create similar forums as soon as possible. CREA would be happy to assist the Subcommittee in 
developing implementation ideas and strategies. 
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Siiminarv 

To summarize, I would like to reiterate that the Library must give much more support and 
independence to the Office of Opportunity, Inclusiveness, and Compliance. Without Congressional 
direction. I’m afraid the Office will have the responsibility but neither the staff nor the authority to 
deal with the issues of diversity and discrimination in the Library. 

Second, I would like to thank you again on behalf of all CREA bargaining unit members for 
your commitment to making CRS a mote flexible and family friendly work place while providing 
the best possible service to Congress. While we are inching forward, we will continue to need your 
support. 

And finally, I would press for Congress to act and establish labor-management forums in the 
legislative branch. Acting independently, we have not been successful in improving labor- 
management relations in CRS or in the Library. But with your help, we can certainly begin to try. 

This concludes my testimony and I will be happy to take any questions you have. 

Thank you. 
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A I- c®*! 

CREA on Outside Writing 
January 12, 2010 


Introduction. This is a lestatement, somewhat abbreviated, of CREA’s already stated position on 
employees writing or speaking on public policy matters on their own time, using personal, non- 
governmental resources. 

Importance of Outside Writing. CREA believes that outside writing, lecturing, and teaching by 
CRS staff are important for professional growth and development These activities generate 
interactions with academic and professional colleagues; advance employees’ research and 
speaking skills; and provide opportunities for feedback on ideas and analysis. Such activities may 
also contribute to a certain public recognition and standing of the employee as an expert in the 
subject area, reflecting positively on the agency in general. It is significant to note that 
“recognition of the analyst's professional expertise” by those outside of the congressional 
community is a specific ranking factor in promotion evaluation for higher-level grades in CRS.‘ It 
would be contradictory for the agency to require such outside recognition as an expert as a factor 
for promotion, and then to discourage employees fiom engaging in precisely those kinds of 
outside writing and scholarship activities which may gamer such recognition. Many of our 
colleagues in CRS currently engage in outside writing in their areas of expertise for journals, 
studies, and other publications, and participate in outside speaking, lecturing, and teaching. 

Right to Speech and Expression. The tight to engage as a private citizen in outside writing on 
issues of public policy and public concent does not derive fiom Library of Congress regulations, 
nor depend upon the forbearance of CRS management, but rather has its basis in the First 
Amendment to the United States Constitution. As explained by the United States Court of 
Appeals for D.C.: “As a public employee [appellant] retains his First Amendment rights to speak 
on matters of public concern upon entry into public service.”^ The Supreme Court has recognized 
the important contribution to society made by federal employees in sharing their knowledge and 



^ See, e.g.. Position Description and Ranking Factors, Social Science Analyst, GS-15, Factor 1-9. 

^ Van Ee v. EPA, 202 F.3d 296, 304 (D.CCir. 2000); U.S. v. N.TR.U 513 U.S. 454, 465 (1995); Pickering v. Board of 
Education, 391 U.S. 563 (1968); Connick v. Myers, 461 U.S. 138 (1983); Rankin v. McPherson, 483 U.S. 378 (1987). 
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expertise through outside writing and lecturing: “Federal employees who write for publication in 
their ^are time have made significant contributions to the marketplace of ideas.”^ 

Library Regulations and CRS Policy. Library regulations (LCRs) expressly encourage outside 
teaching, lecturing, and writing: “Staff members are encouraged to engage in teaching, lecturing, 
or writing that is not prohibited by law.” (LCR 2023-3, Sec. 3A ) There is no law that prohibits 
CRS staff from engaging generally in outside writing activities on matters of public concern. 

Writing for publication on the outside may often attract the most interest when it relates to topical 
matters, that is, the “hot issues” of the day. Staff have a responsibility imder Library regulations 
when “speaking and writing on controversial matters ... to disassociate themselves explicitly from 
the Library and from their official positions.” LCR 2023-3, Sec. 3B. The Library regulations, 
therefore, expressly contemplate employees weighing in on “controversial matters,” but require 
that they “disassociate themselves” from their positions. Providing no identification of onraelf as 
a CRS employee is the consummate “disassociation,” but where an association or identification is 
made concerning one’s official status, the employee should provide an explicit “disclaimer.” 
CREA suggests that when writing on such matters, even if there is no specific identification of the 
individual as a CRS employee, that the employee, out of an abundance of caution, provide a 
general disclaimer that the views expressed are personal and do not reflect the position or views 
of any agency or organization. 

Current Library regulations now state that “[p]ersonal writings as well as prepared or 
extemporaneous speeches by staff members shall not be subject to prior review.” LCR 2023-3, 
Sec. 3B. The former policy requiring review of outside writings has thus been revoked. CREA 
would still suggest that a staffer may wish to voluntarily provide an opportunity for a supervisor 
or other Division manager to review an outside writing for accuracy and policy. Where the 
subject relates to “a field of a staff member’s official specialization or the special clientele which 
a staff member serves, and where some association may be made with a staff member’s official 
status,” LCRs state that staff shall: “(1) assure accurate presentation of the facts about the Library 
and Library-related matters; (2) avoid the misrepresentation of Library policies; (3) avoid sources 
of potential damage to their ability to perform official Library duties in an objective and 
nonpartisan manner; and (4) assure, when appropriate, that staff members’ opinions clearly 
differentiate from Library policy.” 

In a policy statement from the Director in 2004, the Director asked staff to exercise caution when 
writing on controversial matters on the outside concerning "issues for which [the staffer has] 
primary responsibility for the Service.” CREA also urges employees to write on the outside in a 

^ us. V. KT.E.U., 513 U.S. 454, 464 (1995). 
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careful and measured manner which reflects the nonpartisanship, objectivity, and professionalism 
that has come to be associated with the staff of CRS. 

Clearly, outside writing should not reflect a partisan bias in one’s research. “Partisanship” in 
federal law means relating to a political party and/or the candidates of a political party.^ Overtly 
partisan polemics in outside writings based upon political party preference or doctrine could 
potentially damage the credibility of one’s otherwise nonpartisan official work. 

Objectivity addresses the integrity of the scholarship and methodology employed in the 
formulation and presentation of one’s work. In common usage, objective is defined as 
“expressing or dealing with facts or conditions as perceived without distortion by personal 
feelings, prejudices, or interpretations” (Merriam- Webster). The detailed CRS handbook on 
objectivity in official CRS duties similarly stresses the methodology and scholarship employed in 
one’s work and the fair consideration of various and competing arguments.’ 

That a staffer has, in outside writing, reached a conclusion or expressed an opinion on a public 
policy matter does not indicate that one is no longer “objective” nor “unbiased.” Rather, when 
outside writings are based on nonpartisan, independent, and generally accepted methodologies of 
analysis and scholarship, and include appropriate competing theories and hypotheses, such 
writings and conclusions are objective by definition. No federal employee, not even a federal 
judge (who is held to the highest standard of impartiality), is deemed to be biased or partial on an 
official matter solely because that employee has demonstrated in outside writings or speeches that 
he or she has a particular opinion, idea, or philosophy concerning a relevant public policy or legal 
principle. 

Outside Employment and Compensated Activity. Compensated outside activity may raise 
conflict of interest issues that simple expressions of one’s opinion on the outside do not Library 
regulations at Section 2A(I) and Section 2A(6) of LCR 2023-3 (“Outside Etr^loyment”) address 
appearances of conflicts of interest, and apply to the “acceptance of a fee, compensation, gift, 
payment of expense, or any other thing of substantial monetary value” (Section 2A(l)); or when 
one engages in outside “employment with any person, firm or other private organization having 
business either directly or indirectly with the Library ....” (Section 2A(6)). Staff must thus be 
sensitive to the traditional appearance of “conflict of interest” issues in the federal government 
involving outside private payments and the source and interests of private employers. 


‘ Note, e.g., definition of “partisan,” in 5 C.F.R. 734. 101 ; Blaylock v. United States Merit ^lems Protection Board, 
851 F.2d 1348, 1352, 1353 (11th Cir. 1988). 

’ ‘t)bjectivity and Nonpartisanship in CRS Products and Services, Guidelines and Procedures,” at 3 (December 1996). 
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Conclusion. CREA is concerned that CRS management a{^>ears to be increasingly restricting 
CRS employees’ rights to engage in outside speaking and writing. CREA believes this could be 
detrimental not only to the ipdividual employee, but to the professionalism, reputation, and 
mission of CRS as a whole. 
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Programs and Projects Initiatives A'BacUwuwil ^ Cfirfr 

Three Teams Established to Examioe Key Issues 

Tlie CRS action plan resulting from the Library’s 2008 employee survey includes providing 
regular reports to staff on program and project initiatives. Reports on tluee recently launched 
projects are included below. 

Discussions at the recent section research manager retreat and at the Research Policy Council 
meetings resulted in the Director establishing three teams to work on the following key issues 
facing CRS. 

Each team will continue to provide updates on their activities and will take a^tpropriate steps to 
elicit your input 

Workplace flexibilities 

This group is examining the policies, practices and tools CRS has in place to maintain a flexible 
woriplace while ensuring that Congress continues to receive timely and high quality services. 
These include flexitime, compressed workweek, technology tools, etc. The team will also 
evaluate how telework may fold into the mix of existing policies and practices. 

Workforce composition 

This team is identifying the staffing capacities needed by CRS to fulfill effectively its mission, 
currently and in the future. Tasks will include; examining the current demand for our services 
and the types of work we should be emphasizing; gathering information on how analysts, 
information specialists and managers currently experience the work at CRS; evaluating the 
staffing configurations to enhance efficiency and productivity, and examining staffing 
configurations at other research organizations and analytic agencies. The ultimate goal of this 
effoit is to explore alternative staffing options and to consider how changes such as expanding 
the range of positions at CRS (e.g., to include new early career, specialized, or senior positions) 
might better enable CRS to continue to fulfill its mission. 

Business requirements 

John L. Moore is leading a team to identify staff needs to accomplish effectively the woric. They 
will develop preliminary options for allocating CRS personnel and non-personal resources in 
fiscal years 2010 and 2011. The focus for fiscal year 20 1 0 will be on optimizing the allocation of 
resources, recognizing that that there will be constraints and that we cannot fund all 
requirements. For fiscal year 2011, focus will be on expanding high priority capacities. 

The work of the teams on workplace flexibilities and workforce composition will help inform the 
analysis undertaken by this team. 

Telework Working Group 

The Committee on Appropriations’s report accompanying the Legislative Branch Appropriations 
Bill, 2010 (H. Rep. 110-160) includes a provision for CRS to “adopt and implement as soon as 
practicable a telework system modeled on the Library’ s existing system.” To comply fully, the 
Director convened a small group to develop a telework program for the Service patterned on the 
Library’s program. This group is working on a parallel track with the Workforce Flexibilities 
Team . Uj^atra will be provided on the status of the woik, including information on how the 
group will elicit input 
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Fedeo-al ReglsUir Presidential Documents 

Vol. 74. No. 238 
Monday, December 14, 2G09 

Title 3 — Executive Order 13322 of December 9, 2009 

The President Creating Labor-Management Forums to Improve Delivery of 

Government Services 


By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and the 
laws of the United States of America, and in order to establish a cooperative 
and productive form of labor-management relations throughout the executive 
branch, it is hereby ordered as follows; 

Section 1. Policy. Federal employees and their union representatives are 
an essential source of front-line ideas and mformation about the realities 
of delivering Government services to the American people. A nonadversarial 
forum for managers, employees, and employees’ union representatives to 
discuss Government operations will promote satisfactory labor relations and 
improve the productivity and effectiveness of the Federal Government. Labor- 
management forums, as complements to the existing collective bargaining 
process, will allow managers and employees to collaborate in continuing 
to deliver the highest quality services to the American people. Management 
should discuss workplace challenges and problems with labor and endeavor 
to develop solutions jointly, rather than advise union representatives of 
predetermined solutions to problems and then engage in ba^aining over 
the impact and implementation of the predetermined solutions. 

The purpose of this order is to establish a cooperative and productive 
form of labor-management relations throughout the executive branch. 

Sec. 2. The National Council on Federal Labor-Management Relations, There 
is established the National Council on Federal Labo^Management Relations 
(Council). 

(a) Membership. The Council shall be composed of the following members 
appointed or designated by the President: 

(1) the Director of Office of Personnel Management (OPM) and 
Deputy Director for Management of the OMce of Management and 
Budget (0MB j, who shall serve as Co-Chairs of the Council; 

(ii) the Chair of the Federal Labor Relations Authority; 

(iii) a Depu^ Secretary or other officer with department- or ^ency- 
wide authority from each of five executive departments or agencies 
not otherwise represented on the Council, who shall serve for terms 
of 2 years; 

(iv) the President of the American Federation of Government Employ- 
ees, AFL-CIO; 

(v) the President of the National Federation of Federal Employees; 

(vi) the President of the National Treasury Employees Union; 

(vii) the President of the International Federation of Professional and 
Tec^ical Engineers, AFL-CIO; 

(viii) the heads of three other labor unions that represent Federal em- 
ployees and are not otherwise represented on the Council, who shall 
serve for terras of 2 years; 

(ix) the President of the Senior Executives Association; and 

(x) the President of the Federal Managers Association. 

(b) Responsibilities and Functions. The Council shall advise the President 
on matters involving labor-management relations in the executive branch. 
Its activities shall include, to the extent permitted by law: 

(i) supportit^ the creation of department- or agency-level labor-man- 
agement forums and promoting partnership efforts between labor and 
management in the executive branch; 
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(ii) developing suggested measurements and metrics for the evaluation 
of the effectiveness of the Council and department or agency labor- 
management forums in order to promote consistent, appropriate, and 
administratively efficient measurement and evaluation processes across 
departments and agencies; 

(iii) collecting and disseminating information about, and providing 
guidance on, labor-management relations improvement efforts in the 
executive branch, including results achieved; 

(iv) utilizing the expertise of individuals both within and outside the 
Federal Government to foster successful labor-management relations, 
including through training of department and agency personnel in 
methods of dispute resolution and cooperative methods of labor-man- 
agement reUtions; 

(v) developing recommendations for innovative ways to improve deliv- 
ery of services and products to the public while cutting costs and 
advancing enipluyee liilerests; 

(vl) serving as a venue for addressing systemic failures of department- 
or agency-leva) forums established pursuant to section 3 of this order; 
and 

(vii) providing recommendations to the President for the implementa- 
tion of several pilot programs within the executive branch, described 
in section 4 of this order, for bargaining over subjects set forth in 
5 U.S.C. 7106(bKl). 

(c) Administratioii. 

(i) The Co-Chairs shall convene and preside at meetings of the Coun- 
cil. determine its agenda, and direct its work, 

(il) The Council shall seek input from nonmember executive depart- 
ments and agencies, particularly smaller agencies. It also may, from 
time to time, invite persons hrom the private and public sectors to 
submit information. The Council shall also seek input from Federal 
manager and professional associations, companies, nonprofit o^aniza- 
tions, State and local governments, Federal employees, and customers 
of Federal services, as needed. 

(iii) To the extent permitted by law and subject to the availability 
of appropriations. 0PM shall provide such facilities, support, and ad- 
ministrative services to the Council as the Director of 0PM deems 
appropriate. 

(iv) Members of the Council shall serve without compensation for 
their work on the Council, but may be allowed travel expenses, in- 
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by law for per- 
sons serving intermittently in Government service (5 U.S.C. 5701- 
5707}, consistent with the availability of funds. 

(v) The heads of executive departments and agencies shall, to the ex- 
tent permitted by law, provide to the Council such assistance, infor- 
mation, and advice as the Council may require for purposes of car- 
rying out its functions. 

(vi) Insofar as the Federal Advisory Committee Act, as amended (5 
U.S.C. App.j, may apply to the Council, any functions of the Presi- 
dent under that Act, except that of reporting to the Congress, shall 
be performed by the Director of 0PM in accordance with the guide- 
lines that have been issued by the Administrator of General Services. 

(d) Termination. The Council shall terminate 2 years after the date of 
this order unless extended by the President. 

Sec. 3. Implementation of Labor-ManagemeRt Forums Throughout the Sxecu- 
five Branch. 

(a) The head of each executive department or ^ency that is subject to 
the provisions of the Federal Service Labor-Management Relations Act (5 
U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), or any other authority permitting employees of such 
department or agency to select an exclusive representative shall, to the 
extent peimitted by law: 



(i) establish department- or agency-level labor-management forums by 
creating labor-management committees or councils at the levels of rec- 
ognition and other appropriate levels agreed to by labor and manage- 
ment, or adapting existing councils or committees if such groups 
exist, to help identify problems and propose solutions to better serve 
the public and agency missions: 

(ii) allow employees and their union representatives to have pre- 
decisional involvement in ail workplace matters to the ftilleat extent 
practicable, without regard to whether those matters axe negotiable 
subjects of bargaining under 5 U.S.C. 7106; provide adequate informa- 
llun on such matters expeditiously to union representatives where not 
prohibited by law; and make a good-faith attempt to resolve issues 
concerning proposed changes in conditions of employment, Including 
those involving the subjects set forth in 5 U.S.C. 7106(b)(1), through 
discussions in its labor-management forums; and 

(iii) evaluate and document, in consultation with union representa- 
tives and consistent with the purposes of this order and any forther 
guidance provided by the Council, changes in employee satisfaction, 
manager satisfaction, and organizational performance resulting from 
the labor-management forums. 

(b) Each head of an executive department or agency in which there exists 
one or more exclusive representatives shall, in consultation with union 
representatives, prepare and submit for approval, within 90 days of the 
date of this order, a written implementation plan to the Council. The plan 
shall; 

(i) describe how the department or agency will conduct a baseline 
assessment of the current state of labor relations within the depart- 
ment or agency: 

(ii) report the e3ctent to which the department or agency has estab- 
lished labor-management forums, as set forth in subsection (a)(i) of 
this section, or may participate in the pilot projects described in sec- 
tion 4 of this order; 

(Iii) address how the department or agency will work with the exclu- 
sive representatives of its employees mrough Us labor-management fo- 
rums to develop department-, agency-, or bargaining unit-specific 
metrics to monitor improvements in areas such as labor-management 
satisfaction, productivi^ gains, cost savings, and other areas as identi- 
fied by the relevant labor-management forum’s participants; and 

(iv) explain the department’s or agency’s plan for devoting sufficient 
resources to the implementation of the plan. 

(c) The Council shall review each executive department or agency imple- 
mentalion plan within 30 days of receipt and provide a recommendation 
to the Co-Chairs as to whether to certify that the plan satisfies all requirements 
of this order. Plans that are determined by the Co-Chairs to be InsuMclent 
will be returned to the department or agency with guidance for improvement 
and resubmission within 30 days. Each department or agency covered by 
subsection (b) of this section must have a certified implementation plan 
in place no later than 150 days after the date of this order, unless the 
Co-Chairs of the Council authorize an extension of the deadline. 

Sec. 4. Negotiation over Perm/ssiVe Subjects of Bargaining. 

(a) In order to evaluate the impact of bargaining over permissive subjects, 
several pilot projects of specified duration shall be established in which 
some executive departments or agencies elect to bargain over some or all 
of the subjects set forth in 5 U.S.C. 7106(b)(1) and waive any objection 
to participating in impasse procedures set forth in 5 U.S.C. 7119 that is 
based on the subjects being permissive. The Council shall develop rec- 
ommendations for establishing the pilot projects, including (i) recommenda- 
tions for evaluating such pilot projects on the basis, among other things, 
of their impacts on organizational performance, employee satisfoction, and 
labor relations of the affected departments or agencies; (U) recommended 
methods for evaluating the effectiveness of dispute resolution procedxires 
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adopted and followed in the course of the pilot projects; and {iii) a rec- 
ommended timeline for expeditious implementation of the pilot programs. 

(b) The Council shall present its recommendations to the President within 
150 days after the date of this order. 

(c) No later than 18 months after implementation of the pilot projacts, 
the Council shall submit a report to the President evaluating the results 
of the pilots and recommending appropriate next steps wi^ respect to 
agency bargaining over the subjects set forth in 5 U.S.C. 7106(b)(1). 

Sec. 5. General Pmvisions. 

(a) Nothing in ftiis order shall abrogate any collective bargaining agree- 
ments in effect on the date of diis order. 

(b) Nothing in this order shall be construed to limit, preclude, or prohibit 
any head of an executive department or s^ency from electing to negotiate 
over any or all of the subjects set forth in 5 U.S.C. 71Q6(b)(l) in any 
negotiation. 

(c) Nothing in this order shall be construed to impair or otherwise affect: 

(i) authority granted by law to an executive department, agency, or 
the head thereof; or 

(ii) functions of the Director of OMB relating to budgetary, administra- 
tive. or legislative proposals. 

(d) This order shall be implemented consistent with applicable law and 
subject to the availability of appropriations. 

(e) This order is intended only to improve the internal management of 
the executive branch and is not intended to, and does not, create any 
right to administrative or judicial review, or any otiber right or benefit, 
substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or in equity any party 
against the United States, its departments, agencies, or entities, its officers, 
employees, or agents, or any other person. 



THE WHITE HOUSE, 
December 9, 2009. 


[PR I^G. Ee-29781 
Filed 12-11-09; 8:45 tm] 
Billing code 31^Wo-F 
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TELEWORK 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Mr. Roth. I am concerned 
about your inability to get an agreement on a appropriate telework 
policy, especially since this committee directed CRS to establish 
one based on the Library of Congress’s policy. You alluded to being 
specific about the restrictive nature of their proposal. Can you 
elaborate, please. 

Mr. Roth. I can give you some of the areas where we have dif- 
ferences. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Please. 

Mr. Roth. One major difference is that we currently have a flexi- 
ble work schedule in past work weeks. In order to do telework CRS 
management would like to cut back on that policy by binding the 
number of days it wants to be on a compressed workweek schedule. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. They want to limit your number of 
days you can be 

Mr. Roth. Currently, on a compressed workweek schedule, you 
work eight 9-hour days and one 8-hour day. So you still put 80 
hours in, but in 9 workdays as opposed to 10 workdays. In order 
to get telework, they would like to cut back on that ability to take 
that compressed workweek day. Initially it was not offered and 
then there has been proposals back and forth to which manage- 
ment considers as compromises but they have it in what we con- 
sider reasonable compromise. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So are they saying you can’t have a 
flexible schedule if you are going to telework or more restrictive 
about the number of days. 

Mr. Roth. Right now more restrictive. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So instead of 9 days 

Mr. Roth. The Library allows both, in its Library of Congress 
regulation; in the union agreements with different parts of the Li- 
brary, there is no restriction. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Mr. Roth. Just CRS wants to have restriction. I think this goes 
back to the initial concern I raised before you reacted last year that 
I think the Director still thinks he needs to be on campus in order 
to serve the Congress. That has shifted from not giving us telework 
to trying to limit the time that we might be off. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. What else besides that? 

Mr. Roth. There is a concern that they want to do one-size-fits- 
all. As I mentioned earlier in my testimony, CRS is made up of all 
different types of occupations, and certain types should not be re- 
stricted to — 1 day would be per pay period, per week per pay period 
for analysts, which makes sense. But somebody who is in the tech- 
nology office who can do most of their stuff remote from home, we 
are saying why don’t we give them an additional day to see if it 
works out. They don’t like that, they want to have one size. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. They want everybody to pick 1 day. 

Mr. Roth. One day. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Are they saying it always needs to be 
the same day? 

Mr. Roth. Yes, they want it to be a fixed day. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Fixed day. So let’s say you have an 
emergency, your child is home sick, if that happens on a day that 
is not your day to telework, you couldn’t do that? 

Mr. Roth. No. We had proposed that on an ad hoc basis. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. That sort of defeats the purpose of 
telework, doesn’t it? 

Mr. Roth. They don’t consider that telework, but work off site. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. During the blizzard, obviously 
employees weren’t able to get to work. I assume there was not an 
established telework policy in place. 

Mr. Roth. There is not. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Were CRS employees able to access 
their work from home during that period? 

Mr. Roth. Certain things they couldn’t. I mean, I have talked to 
one employee who says they actually got a call because they are 
working on an issue that is very topical in the Congress, and they 
could not access material so they told me what they would nor- 
mally do in probably 15 minutes to do to respond to the request, 
it took them the full day. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay, we are at a year since we di- 
rected this agency to establish a telework policy with the employ- 
ees. 

Mr. Roth. It was June when the report came out. Maybe you — 
the report came out in June. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Approximately a year, close enough. 

We are long past the amount of time that I think it should have 
been to work something out. 

Mr. Roth. We didn’t get their first proposal until October of last 
year. 


OIC RESTRUCTURING 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Again, that is another reason I want- 
ed to have this hearing at the beginning so that I could address 
the concerns as we go through each legislative branch agency hear- 
ing. You mentioned also you are concerned about the OIC’s restruc- 
turing and you brought that to our attention 2 years ago as you 
mentioned. They are going to testify here in a minute, but The 
Guild for the Library of Congress actually seems pleased with the 
direction it has gone in. So what is it that is a pretty significant 
difference of opinions. 

Mr. Roth. I am not saying we are not happy with the direction, 
but with only three professional people that is not enough to han- 
dle the workload and to do what they need to do. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So you are saying 

Mr. Roth. I think the new Director’s real concern is moving in 
the right direction, but can’t accomplish what needs to be done by 
not having the staff to do it. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Is that all the office plans to have is 
three staff? 

Mr. Roth. I think they might be allowed to have six based on 
last year’s budget. We expected to see funding in this year’s sub- 
mission, and there is no 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And they didn’t add funding? 

Mr. Roth. No. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Well, we can take that up with 
the Library when we hear from them. 

Mr. Aderholt. 

Mr. Aderholt. I think you addressed it. Thank for your testi- 
mony. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Ruppersberger. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Thank you, no. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you for your dedication. And 
please send our appreciation to your fellow employees. 

Mr. Roth. Will do. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Carl Saperstein, Guild of Profes- 
sional Tour Guides of Washington, D.C. A 5-minute summary of 
your statement and your full statement will be entered into the 
record. 


Wednesday, February 24, 2010. 

UNFAIR AND UNNECESSARY RESTRICTION OF TOUR 
BUSES ON CAPITOL HILL 

WITNESSES 

CARL SAPERSTEIN, GUILD OF PROFESSIONAL TOUR GUIDES OF 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 

Opening Remarks — Mr. Saperstein 

Mr. Saperstein. Thank you. Madam Chair, members of the Sub- 
committee, my name is Carl Saperstein, and I represent the Guild 
Professional Tour Guides, a group of more than 450 members of 
the tourism industry. My topic is the unfair and unnecessary re- 
striction of tour buses on Capitol Hill, which discriminates against 
a large group of American citizens. It is important to remember 
that not all visitors have time to take a tour of Capitol buildings 
and walk around the Hill. They are here for a short period of time, 
perhaps some business or some limited vacation. They take a tour 
bus to see some of the sights of the Nation’s Capitol. After 9/11, 
security was necessarily tightened, until June 2007, this was not 
a problem. Tour buses could still take visitors to the east front of 
the Capitol to show them the beautiful Supreme Court building, 
which houses a branch of government. They could also point out 
the east front of the Capitol with the stature of freedom on top, the 
Library of Congress. 

As we approach the part of the Hill, the tour guides typically 
pointed out where the senators and representatives had their of- 
fices. It was exciting to visitors to feel that where the action is, 
they were very satisfied. 

Today the only thing we can point out to visitors is the far west 
side of the Capitol from the bottom of the hill. It is not fair to your 
constituents who come to Washington, D.C. We estimate that in 
2009, there are approximately 240,000 visitors denied that drive 
around Capitol Hill buildings. We assert that this restriction is 
completely unnecessary. 

Our second area of concern is the drop off of visitors to the Cap- 
itol, the Garfield Circle, because tour buses can’t go up the hill to 
the east front. They are required to drop their passengers at the 
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bottom of the hill. They then must climb to the top of the hill, walk 
over to the entrance the Capitol Visitors Center. This is a major 
concern because so many of our visitors are veterans, senior citi- 
zens and persons with mobility problems. 

The current inadequate solution is to parts transport them up 
the hill. This drop off at the bottom of the hill is awkward, time- 
consuming and splits groups into walking and those riding and it 
irritates them. A special concern for the many veterans who visit 
the Nation’s Capitol. I believe you are aware of Honor Flights, 
World War II Vets in their 80s and 90s who were coming to see 
the World War II Memorial and other sites. Last year, about 800 
Honor Flights that visited Washington with 40,000 vets with their 
guardians, medical personnel. 

We know that most of these groups do not visit the Capitol be- 
cause of the bus restrictions. They can’t even do a drive around the 
east front of the Capitol because of bus restrictions. The hassle of 
trying to offload at the Garfield statute, wheelchairs, walkers, 
canes, canisters and the accompanying medical personnel into elec- 
tric carts is impractical for large groups of veterans and their spon- 
sors. 

We propose all tour buses that come into Capitol Hill drive up 
Constitution Avenue, stop at the existing Capitol Police checkpoint, 
the police will then do their inspection and the buses will then be 
free to drive up Constitution Avenue, turn right on 1st and drive 
past east front of the Capitol, turn right Independence Avenue and 
then exit Capitol Hill. This is one of the routes that was followed 
for years by motor coaches that toured the Capitol. 

I would equate this required bus inspection to the inspection the 
Capitol Police routinely do for the thousands of visitors entering 
any of the Capitol buildings each day. In this case, it is for a drive 
around Capitol Hill. The drop-off at the Garfield Statue is also un- 
necessary. The minute they drop off their passengers at the en- 
trance of the Capitol Visitors Center on East First Street, they can 
easily walk the short distance to the CVC entrance which is com- 
pletely handicapped accessible. Of course, we are not proposing the 
tour buses remain on First Street, just they be allowed to drop off 
and pick up as it was a practice for years and years. 

Somehow tour buses have become the bogeyman, but of course, 
it just depends on the tour bus. Tour buses that bring commuters 
in the morning and pick them up in the afternoon are permitted 
to go up Capitol Hill. After they drop their passengers, these same 
tour buses, same driver, once they leave the Hill and pick up tour- 
ists, are now forbidden to go up the Hill. They have the same bus, 
same driver, the difference is the tourist. 

The Guild strongly recommends the motor coach loading its com- 
partment inspection procedures be returned to those considered 
sufficient from 9/11 to June 2007 and that tour buses for your con- 
stituents be permitted on Capitol Hill. We are not aware of any in- 
cident that caused the police to recommend this ban, but it was a 
question of resources. And we recommend the subcommittee ad- 
dress this also. Thank you and I am glad to answer any questions. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Mr. Saperstein. 

[Mr. Saperstein’s prepared statement follows:] 
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U.S. House of Representatives 
Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Legislative Branch Appropriations 
Open Witness Hearing on 
February 24, 2010 


Testimony of Carl Saoerstein 
Guild of Professional Tour Guides of Washington, DC 
P.O. Box 242, Washington. DC 20044 

Madame Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, my name is Jim Heegeman and I serve as 
president of the Guild of Professional Tour Guides of Washington DC., an organization with over 450 
members in the tourism industry. My topic is the unfair and unnecessary restriction of tour buses on 
Capitol Hill which discriminates against a large group of American citizens. 

The Need for Better Access for Drive By and Appointments on the Hill 

It is important to remember that not all our visitors have time to take a tour of the Capitol building or 
walk around the hill. They are here for a short period of time, perhaps on business ora limited vacation, 
and take a tour bus to see some of the sites of the nation's capital. After September 11, 2001 security 
was necessarily tightened, but until June 2007, this was not a problem; tour buses could still take visitors 
to the East side of Capitol Hill to show them the beautiful Supreme Court building which houses our 
third branch of government. They could also point out the historic east front of the Capitol with the 
statue of Freedom on top and they could also point out the magnificent Jefferson building of the Library 
of Congress. And as we approached and departed the hill, tour guides typically pointed out where their 
senators and representatives had their offices. It is exciting for visitors to feel that they are “where the 
action is" on Capitol Hill. 

Today the only thing we can point out to visitors is the far west side of the Capitol from the bottom of 
the hill. This is not fair to your constituents who come to Washington, DC. We estimate that in 2009 
approximately 240,000 visitors have been denied this drive around visit to the Capitol Hill buildings. We 
assert that this restriction is completely unnecessary. 

Our second area of concern is the drop off of visitors to the Capitol at the Garfield Circle. Because tour 
buses can't go up the hill to the east front, they are required to drop their passengers at the bottom of 
the hill. They then must climb to the top of the hill and walk over to enter the Capitol Visitor Center 
(CVC). This is a major concern because so many of our visitors are veterans, senior citizens, and persons 
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with mobility problems. The current inadequate solution is to provide carts to transport them up the hill. 
This drop off at the bottom of the hill is awkward, time consuming, and splits groups into those walking 
and those riding. It irritates our visitors. 

Of special concern are the many veterans who visit the nation's capital. I know you are aware of the 
Honor Flights, World War II vets in their 80s and 90s, who are coming to see the World War II memorial 
and other sites. Last year there were about 800 Honor Flights visited Washington or about 40,000 vets 
with their Guardians. We know that most of these groups do not visit the Capitol because of the bus 
restrictions. They can't even do a drive around of the east side of the Capitol again because of the bus 
restrictions. The hassle of trying to offload at the Garfield statue - wheel chairs, walkers, canes and their 
accompanying medical personnel - into electric carts is impractical for large groups of veterans and their 
sponsors. 

Two Remedies 

We propose that all tour buses coming to Capitol Hill drive up Constitution Avenue and stop at the 
existing Capitol Police check point. The police would then do their Inspection and the buses would then 
be free to drive up Constitution Ave and turn right on east 1'* Street, drive past the east front of the 
Capitol and turn right at Independence Ave and exit Capitol Hill. This is one of the routes that was 
followed for years by motor coaches that did a sightseeing tour of the east side of the Capitol. I would 
equate this required bus inspection to the inspection that the Capitol Police routinely do for the 
thousands of visitorsentering any of the Capitol buildings each day. In this case it is fora drive around 
Capitol Hill. 

The drop off at the Garfield statue is also unnecessary. If tour buses were permitted to drop off their 
passengers at the entrance to the CVC on east l” street, they could easily walk the short distance to the 
CVC entrance which is completely handicap accessible. Of course we are not proposing that tour buses 
remain on east l" street just that they be allowed to dropoff and pick up as was the practice for years 
and years. 

Somehow tour buses have become the bogey man. But of course it depends on the tour bus. Tour 
buses that bring commuters to the hill in the morning and pick them up in the afternoon are permitted 
to go up Capitol Hill. After they drop their passengers, these same tour buses, once they leave the hill 
and pick up tourists, are now forbidden to go up the hill. They have the - same bus same driver - the only 
change is the passengers. 

Conclusion 

The Guild strongly recommends the motor coach luggage compartment inspection procedures be 
returned to those that were considered sufficient from September 2001 to June 2007 and that tour 
buses with your constituents be permitted on Capitol Hill again. The Guild is not aware of any incident 
that caused the police to recommend the ban but if it was a question of resources, we recommend the 
Subcommittee address this. Thank you. 



76 


TOUR BUS ACCESS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We have been dealing with this issue 
for a number of years, and I can appreciate your concern. We have 
repeatedly tried to address the concern and that is why as a result 
of direct pressure from the subcommittee last August 28th, the 
CVC received six brand new shuttles that are specifically designed 
to address the concern that you have of transporting disabled, as 
well as elderly, and frail individuals who have trouble walking up 
that hill. As someone who represents a district in South Florida, 
which has a disproportionate amount of senior citizens, many of 
whom visit our Nation’s Capitol, I obviously have a particular sen- 
sitivity to that. 

But with all due respect, the train has left the station on wheth- 
er or not we are going to be able to have drop off in front of the 
CVC. That is not going to happen, that has been decided, it is done, 
we have examined it. We have had the Capitol Police chief here in 
front of our subcommittee. We have had many committees go over 
it back and forth, there have been internal discussions and that 
has been decided. 

So I appreciate your concern, but it is just not something that 
security in this day and age is going to allow us to change because 
the risk outweighs our preference for being able to drive in front 
of the east front. There are solutions to that, we have endeavored 
to come up with workable solutions. 

My question for you is are you aware that the six shuttles that 
we have now have a combined capacity to move 180 passengers and 
36 wheelchair passengers per hour, and that includes the time it 
takes to load and unload the passengers and round trip travel time. 

AVAILABILITY OF SHUTTLE BUSES 

Mr. Saperstein. We are aware that all six are available. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Well, all six are going to be available, 
they are brand new. There is not reason why they shouldn’t be 
available. Why wouldn’t that be sufficient in meeting the needs of 
the elderly and disabled individuals who have trouble walking up 
the hill? 

Mr. Saperstein. When we get these Honor Flights and there are 
maybe 3, 4, 5 buses in addition to the city buses, there could well 
be 10 or 15 buses requiring service at the same time with tight ap- 
pointments on the CVC necessary. It breaks the groups up, they 
get up there, they may be there for their appointments 

ADVANCE COORDINATION WITH THE CVC 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But Mr. Saperstein, you do have the 
ability to, in advance, coordinate with the CVC in order to be able 
to make sure that those break-ups and the large group can be ac- 
commodated, don’t you? I know you do because we have had the 
CVC director here and she said that that is possible. You just have 
to make the extra effort to make the arrangements in advance. 

Mr. Saperstein. That is correct, except if we make the arrange- 
ments in advance and another bus comes and it takes precedent 
over ours. They don’t reserve these for us. So even though we do 
make arrangements 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. They don’t reserve the slots? 

Mr. Saperstein. They do not reserve the carts, the mohility 
carts, golf carts or whatever. If another hus or another several 
buses show up, even though 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. If you have made arrangements in ad- 
vance, why wouldn’t they reserve them or hold them for you if you 
are showing up at a specific time and you they are going to know — 
have you tried? 

Mr. Saperstein. Yes. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You couldn’t have tried because we 
have just begun to use them, we are not even in the season. 

Mr. Saperstein. We have had arrangements in advance, we have 
asked the question and they have told us specifically. I am basing 
this on what they have told us, we will not hold those carts for you, 
it is first come, first served. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Mr. Saperstein. I am just quoting what they are saying. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Well, what I would ask is that 
through this next tourist season, because this will be the first full 
tour season that we will have the carts and it seems like they have 
the capacity, a pretty good capacity to move people both frail and 
disabled individuals up and down the hill to the CVC entrance. If 
we get to the end of the season and it is still a significant burden — 
we have discussed in the subcommittee whether or not we would 
need to possibly purchase larger vehicles that would shuttle more 
individuals, but I would strongly suggest that you examine other 
means of addressing your concerns, because the drop-off at the 
CVC is just not going to happen. Mr. Aderholt. 

RESERVATION OF BUSES 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you for your testimony. I have a lot of 
groups who come up to Washington as well. I am also especially 
sensitive to those on our Honor Flights. I try to meet with them 
while they are in town. I guess we are caught between a rock and 
a hard place because of security concerns that have been men- 
tioned or been discussed by the Capitol Police, and also the concern 
that people have access to the Capitol. You want people to have ac- 
cess to the Capitol. 

When Madam Chair was asking you some questions you men- 
tioned the buses being reserved and you get there and a bus gets 
there before you. If that could be resolved where you could make 
arrangements where if your bus is supposed to be there at 2:30 in 
the afternoon and one gets there at 2:15 and takes your slot, if 
those could be reserved in advance, and held so that they wouldn’t 
be for the first person that comes up. Would that be something that 
would be of help? 

Mr. Saperstein. It would be a great help if, indeed, we could re- 
serve these in advance and have them there, but we have been 
strictly told that it is first come first serve. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Let me say — would that be the CVC? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. It would be the CVC. You can check 
with Ms. Rouse. 

Mr. Aderholt. We can check with the CVC and find out if that 
is something that could be accommodated. I think it goes back to 
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what the Chair is concerned about and that is the security of the 
people here at the Capitol and other visitors. Certainly, I think, we 
want to try to accommodate the elderly or anyone who is disabled. 
You know, maybe there is something we could work out as far as 
doing a reservation on these. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. When we have them come in front of 
us for their hearing, we will be happy to discuss it with them. 

Mr. Saperstein. Appreciate it very much. Thank you very much. 

[Clerk’s note. — ^Additional information from the Guild of Profes- 
sional Tour Guides follows:] 



mrhan 

Subject CVC-Negative Experiences 
From: <Jcbessette@aol.com> 

Sent Jun 10, 2009 02:57:09 PM 

To: RAPreble^ol.com, csaperstein@verizon.net 


I Print i 


i have had two very negative experiences in the past two years in bringing senior citizen groups to the HU. In 
both cases, the group did not g^ the tour which had been adrertised and for which they had paid. The details 
ate below. In addition, a client who tried to bring a senior citizen group to the CVC on his own (no guide) 
reported a very negative experience to me. A fourth client planned a trip for the taH, but is so 'put otT by the 
negative stories that she hstead wrote a letter to a Congressional staffer who is reviewing the situation. 


April 22, 2008. Anne Myers, Hagerstown Community College Lifelong Learning Coordinator, had arranged a 
guided tour of the Library of congress forlOamforagroupof senior citizens. She had made arrangements in 
advance with LCX: Police to bring the coach to the US Capitol Police checkpoint on the west side of the Capitol, 
where ft would be inspected. The USCP would then escort the coach to the LOC. 

Anne is a superbly organized person. She had checked wtth her contact at the LCX: Police the day before and 
again on the morning of the tour. We arrived at the USCP checkpoint and they said we could not proceed. No 
member of the USCP was interested in the foct that this had been preananged with the LCX: Police. We were 
sent to several different USCP checkpoints and finally directed to a USCP 'ctearing area' on the north side of 
the Mall toward (he Dept of Labor Bunding), where trucks and other vehicles coukf be inspected. 

There we were fortunate to find a very competent and concerned female ofticer of the USCP. She was a very 
business-like oflkorwho said, 'I will get to the bottom of this.' It took her time and a number of phone cans, but 
she arranged for us to go back to the Maryland Avenue checkpoint be inspected, and escorted up the Hill. Why 
was there a problem? We were told that the anangements had been made through the LOC Police, and the 
USCP and LOC police did not communicate. 

We arrived an hour late for our tour, and the tour guides had departed, so the senior citizens did not have their 
LOC tour. But, what is worse in my mind, they were witness to governmental inetficiency and governmental 
foilure (1) to communicate with other governmental entities, (2) to take the next step to by to solve a problem 
rather than shunting the problem to the guy at the next checkpoint 

The female USCP officer impressed the group very favorably. 'VWiy wasnT everyone else like her?” But all the 
other comments were about 'My taxes are going for fhrs?" and The US Government in inaction T And I could 
not blame them. 

For further information, contact Anne Myers at mYersa@haaefstowncc.edu or 301-790-2800. Est. 582. 

April IS, 2009 By 2009, there were more formalized procedures for bringing senior citizen groups up the Hill, 
or so we were told. Karolyn HaH of SIgna Tours (Richrmnd, VA) had made arrangements through the LOC to 
bring a group (Norwood Pond Retirement Community in Midlothian, VA); they planned to vistt the LOC, but they 
had a timed tour at the CVC. (She was under the impression that this was a permissible procedure.) The coach 
was to be inspected by the USCP on New Jersey Avenue, and then would be escorted to the LOC to enter the 
CVC via the tunnel. 

The encounter with die USCP was not a positive one. Tltete were many phone cails to and horn Signa Touts, 
to and ftom the LOC. and to and from the USCP. The drama ended when a USCP ofik»r boarded the coach 
and announced: "Access to Capito/ Hrif is deme<f in a tfory officious manner. 


htlp://netmail.verizon.net/w^mail/diivei?nitnlet=deggetemail&£h=CBB+Hont)r+Stor&pa... 2/20/201.0 
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Obviously, the group was disappointed, but I was also very disappointed in thte officer's manner. As a retired 
government official (miOtary), I am aware of the need for standardized language and terminology. There is a 
definite time and piace for IL But speaidng to a group of senior cUzens s not the time nor the place. The officer 
would have accomplished the same objective if he had stood before the group and said, Tolks, I am really 
sorry that I can't let you up the HBI. The papeiworir just isn't right I'm sorry to disappoint you." That would have 
taken no more time and would have created a totally different atmosphere. 

I can understand that access was denied because the request was to the LOC for a timed tour of the CVC; we 
did not have a timed tour of the LCXJ. However, I cannot understand and I do not accept officers of the US 
Government talking in that manner to the people (US taxpayers) who are paying their salaries. 

The group eventually walked up the Hill, but we had missed our tour. They looked around the CVC, but were 
not pleased. (And one woman fell on our way down the HBI.) Several peo^ have contacted Signa Tours fora 
refund of their money since they did not receive the promised tour of the US Capitol. 

Signa Tours does a considerable business with the senior citizen groups in and around Richmond. They have a 
client base of dose to three dozen senior retirement centers, senior church groups, etc. After this experience, 
they wffi not even attemfM to bring any of these groups to the CVC in the future. That is almost three dozen 
groups of seniors who will not be visiting the CVC. 

For further information: Karolyn Hall of Signa Tours, karQlvn@travelsion3.co m, 804-379-6500. 


In addition to the above, a client, Doug Berry of Middletown (PA) Parks and Recreation, wrote me of an 
experience he had on May 19, 2009: 

The Capitol Visitors Center was another slory. This place is not fix- seniors. ThewafirupordownthehWisbacl. 
I was able to get a golf cart fix some to go up the hit, but coming down et 4:00 pm there were no carts 
avaelabfe. They stopped ymddng at 4:00 pm Tt]^ to keep itl these people together is a problem. I lost a 
passenger coming oat of the Visitors Center and It took me 45 minutes to find her. 

Theyneedtodo something about aS the people in Ox tour groups w)d not being able to hear the guide. 
Everyone should have to wear the earphones so that am guide can be heard. 

I do not plan to take any other groups to the Capitol until they get their act together. 

For further information, contad Doug Berry, dberrv@middletowntownshio.orQ 610-405-8314. 

i have been considering a trip to Ore DC Visitor's Center, however have felt that contact people have seemed 
somewhat confused on processes. 

I have also been told by others who have experienced a visit there that people-moving processes and 
organizaBon of lours needs Improvemert. 

Do you have any suggestions fix naking a group evert more enjoyable? 


For further information, contad Cheryl Harlan CHarlan@viennav3.Qov 703-255-7801 
The bottom line of these experiences: 

1. The CVC is not a welcoming experience fer many senior cffizan groups. 

2. The announced procedures fOr senior citizen visits (call in advance for a ride up the Hi8) are unwieldy and 
impractical. How many carts would be available for a coach foil of seniors who cannot wale the Hill? How many 
trips will it take? What is the probability that the group wiO be on hme for their tour? Canwemakeitany more 
difficult for these groups it vre try? 


http://netmail.vetizon.iiel/webmail/drivef?nimlet=deggetemail&fh=CBB+Horror+Stor&pa... 2/20/2010 



81 


Page 3 of 3 


3. The three main sites of Capitol HW pe CVC, the Supreme Court, and the LOC) are being made effectively 
"off linratS' to senior citizens. It should be remenfeered that they are the people who pay for these buildings and 
who pay the salaries of the staff members. And these are the people who d^ly care about the laws passed by 
Congress and the decisions of the Supreme Couri. These are your C-Span fanatksl They care! 

4. If I could summarize the reactions of these people (the American taxpayers) In one sentence, ft might be 
The terrorists have won.' 

Carol Bessette 
Certified Master Tour Guide 


Download the AOL Classifieds Toolbar for local deals at your fingertips. 


http:/Metmail.verizon.nef/webmail/drivet?nimlet=i3eggetemail&fii=CBB+Horror+Stor&pa... 2/20/2010 
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Subject Fwd: a frustrating experience! 
From: <RAPreble@aol.coni> 

Sent; Jul 15, :»X)9 09:01:29 PM 
To; cs^>erstein@verizon.net 

Cart, 

Another horror story! 

Russ 


Can love he^) you live longer? Find out now . 


Russ: Here is tny story. 

June 23, 2009 Alternative Tours - a Group of Seniors (40) from TN & AL on a Spirit Tours Coach 
Tour Director. Marian Smith had a confirmation from the Library of Congress for a guided tour of the Jefterson 
Bldg from 10 to 1 1 am. She also had a fbmi from them giving permission to drop off in front of the Jeff Bldg - 
noting a required check In wRh security at Independence & 3id St SW. 

We arrived at the security check at 9:40 am and after about 10 minutes of checking our papers, we were told to 
go to 600 New Jersey Ave for the security check. We did not see signs or anything noting a 'check point' at 
600 NJ Ave - a residential area. After turning the coach around at the end of New Jersey Ave - so we would be 
heading north - we noticed a Capitol PoHce car parked on the street. We pulled up behind it and Marian and 
the coach driver (Harold) got off the coach and talked with the officer in the car. After about 10 minutes of 
talking - and looking at the paper work - he called for a Metropolitan Police car with a dog. VUien the police car 
with the dog arrived (another 10 minutes) • the dog circled ttie coach exterior. 

We were then escorted back to Independence Ave & 3rd St and up the Hill. At 1st St & Independence Ave we 
were delayed again while several fire tnicks passed - going ? Rnatly we were dropped off in front of the 
Jefferson Bldg. However, it was too late for our scheduled tour - since the promised guide had gone home. I 
conducted the tour for the group and we departed - walking down the Hill to the Peace Statue for our pick up. 
We had decided to walk after being told - while on New Jersey Ave - that our coach would have to return there 
for another inspection before going to pick us up! 

Submttled by 
Dorothy Douse 
Certified Master Guide 
Past President 

Guild of Professional Tour Guides of Washington, DC 


Snoop, Lil Wayne, Lady GaGa - land the tix you need for this summer's biggest tours. Tourtracker.com 


htto://netmail-verizoii.net/webmai!/driver?nimlet=deeBetemail&fii=CBB+HorrDi+Stor&oa 2/20/2010 
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Subject Fwd: CVC Problems 
From; <RAPrebie@aol.com> 
Sent; Aug 16. 2009 01;36:11 PM 
To; csaysersteinQverizon.net 


Cart, 

Another one lor the file. 
Russ 


Dear Russ, 

Could you please pass on this Capfiol Visitor Center experience lor me. 

On August 1st I was to meet An Al in One Touts lor a Group on Shrineis ftom all otror the country including 
Florida, CaHomia, and Pennsylvania. The Ir^ was aming^ by the Ben All Shrineis Center The Bus 
companywas Conestoga Tours. I was to meet them at the Capitot Kiosk at 1 2:30 fttr a 1:00 tour, treceiveda 
call saying they were running late so I went to the CVC to let them know we wouldnt be doing our scheduled 
tour and asked to be put on a wat list lior a later tour. I then looked lor the carts because the response the tour 
daectorgave to my iriquiry about the capabfiHy of the partic^nls to walk up the hill vias: There were a few 
people who would need help including one genitemen wfih a walker*. A young lady driving one of the carts was 
very helpful and agreed to help bring the guests in need of assistance up the hiD. VMiat I discoveied was that 
almost all of the 49 passengers needed help up the hiS. to fact, they had a hard time getfing from the bus in 
Garfield ctrde to the kiosk. It was a hot day and those who votunteered to walk had a wry difficult time and 
complained about the lack of water - especially since they left their water bottles on the bus because of security 
concerns. Despte and eiqilaination of the hiH many people elected to walk because th^ coukt see it was going 
to take a long fime to shuttle everyone. However. It was more difficult than most people antictoated and many 
people were very distressed by the tkne we all assembled for the tour - almost an hour alter they unloaded the 
bus. There were two carts - otto that held five people and the walker and otto golf cart that held tour people. 
The drivers were terrific and did what they coukt to help make the day better tor the guests. Howevto^, nxtotof 
the group was very uncomfortable wHh the walk and then again waittog in the securfiy line to the very hot sun - 
wfih no water. On the phis side, the very filendly staff who administer the tickets were able to inciude us on a 
tour that lett immediately alter we assembled. Unfortunately, many of the people coukt not hear their head 
sets, the rooms were crowded and they dktnl love the experience. Then we had to get back down the hill. Had I 
met the group before their scheduled trip to the Capitol, I would have suggested they skip it because it took us 
so much time to vi^ the Capitol that we missed many other items on the list of things they wanted to see and 
many of the participanls were exhausted tram the experfoftoe. 

As an aside, while were were going down the hill another person approached the cart to ask for a ride tor her 
mother who was rat the west side of the Capitol by the fountain and couldn't make it any turther. The driver 
said the person would need to come to the kiosk to get a ride because the carts couldn't go to where her 
mother was waittog. Part of the problem on this day was the heat - people who might have been able to 
navigate the hiH were finding R too diflicuR in the middle of the experience and then became a bR pankdty. More 
carts on this hot day vrould have been very helpful. 

I hope this helps. Taking ttie bus up the hill would have been a big help for my group and would have made the 
carts avaHable to individuals who found themselves in need of their services. 


ht^;//nefmatl.vetii!on.iiet/wd)mail/driver?nimlef=deggetemail&fii=CBB+HortDi+Stor&pa... 2/20/2010 
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Thanks for all of your help! 
Anne 


From: RAPreble@aol.com 
Date: Thu. 6 Aug 2009 21:57T)2 -0400 
Subject: CVC Prabtems 
To: akiefhabei@holniat.com 

Anne, 

About a month and a half ago we began to solicit information from guides on CVC access problems. We 
asked forthefoHowfttg Mbrmation: 

A. Date of biddenL 

B. Problems eipetienced (handicapped^nlois). Number of tourists krvolved and city and state group from. 
(This information wW help if we involve additional members of Congress) 

C. Shuttle service (or lack oQ. 

D. Any additional kiformaUon that will build our case to remove the tour bus ban on Capitol Hit. Was visit 
sk^iped because of access problems? 

Would appreciate H if you could provide Carl Saperstein with the above information about your experience 
last Saturday. 

See you on Tuesdayl 

Russ 

P.S. I was flattered by the copious number of notes that you jotted down this afternoon! 


http://netmail.vetizon.net/webniaiI/driva?nimlet=d^etanail&fii=CBB+HcaTOr+Stor&pa. 


2/20/2010 
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Subject CVC Access Incident 
From: <RAPreble@aol.coni> 
Sent: Aug 6, 2009 09:44:44 PM 
To: csapersteln@verizon.net 

CC: akieniaber@hotniail.coni 



Carl, 

Here is one more for the Horror File: 

Date of incident: Saturday August ! 

Problem experienced: I arrived at the GarfleW Circle drop off point at 12:00 with 50 
membeisof the Disabled American Veterans organization. There were two golf car shuttles avaiiable with 
drivers awaiting us. As I recali one vehicle had the capacity for five persons and a wheel chair, the other could 
accommodate only four passengers. It required a ftjil 45 minutes to shuttle the entire group up to the CVC 
entrance. We finally were able to get the entire group up to the security check point at 1 2:45. Fortunately we 
were the only group that required shuttle service at this time. Had another bus arrived at the same time, the 
delay could well have extended to 1 .5 hours! 

Additional information: The group were members of the Disabled American Veterans from southeastern 
Kentucky. Congressman Harold Rogers had obtained the CVC reservations for a Capitol tour. Lighthouse 
Tours was the tour company. 

Russ 


http://netmail.verizon.net/webmail/drivet?nimlet=deggetemail&fh=CBB+Horror+Stor&pa. 


2/20/2010 
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Subject CVC 

From: <EllenGoki4^ol.coiTi> 
Sent: Sep 20, 2000 04:45:54 PM 
To: csapersteifi^erizon.net 



be able to cfrive up Capitol htiU. While on tour last year, the amputee/cancer survivor (on bade of motorized char) 
thou^t she could make It up the hUi.. and after a short (fistance said, "I cant make It" The gift in the wheddiair, a 
lifetime paraplegic, said, "Hop on" and <^ove them boto up to the Russell &jilding. 

That was before the CVC opened, but is one of my arguments, still. 

CVC: I (Kscovered that if you are one minute late because a medical emergency/waHing for an antoulance in the 
group which resulted in a three-day hosj^Uzathm .. caused the reservation to drop out of the conr^Miter. 

A VERY compassionate information desk pers^ was able to beg, borrow, borrow enou^ passes for toe groiHO of 22 
so that was a lovely experience (except for the face plant in front of the White House) 

Last week... had to WM.K pedatric kidney trar^splant and dialysis patients up the hill .. with two wheelchaks .. and the 
guards were very kind at speeding the 9^oup throu^ security afthwgh there was no other tine and no time pretoiem. 

i think toe film shrxild be shown after 3:20 to people who weren't fortunate enou^ to have a tour., because betv^en 
toe film imd toe exhftxtkm hall, they get a really ^od experience. 

Other toan buses being banned, and toe earphones not working and a terrible Capitol guide (most have been 
exedient) last weekend whose name wasnl visible, my experiences have been quite positive. ITIAN^K^TATION to 
toe fedfty remains toe bluest rtoaHenge.. How atxxit 'trolleys' that could stq? at all toe C^mstead trolley sto|:» cm toe 
campus. ? 

eien 

Ho reply expected or necessary. 


httD.7/netmail.verizon.net/webmail/driver?nim1et=deffffet«nail&fii=r.BR+HfwmiH-Stnr/fena 
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Subject CVC 

From: <fricdmaniu<ajaol.com> 

Sent: Sqi 22, 2009 04:03:35 FM 

To; csap(nteia@verBoiuiet 


Rt^rty-To: 



1 Print I 


Ob Sq>t 9 1 had a tots' group of 23 senior citizens from Penn^tvania. We needed slRdtle sendee fix' all 
but a few. I called ahead. I brought the group to the shutde service then ran wife the few walkers The 

shuttle took mai^ trips. 2 seniors were so distuibed by fee wait feat fe^ decided to walk on fedr own. 
They did not know vidure to go. I wiuted as eatfe shutdewouid arrive then on to fee dewttor. My bade 
was turned aid I missed one shuttle and then had to search to find feem. There should be a shittie 
service wait here ^n and smieone appointed from fee Capitol to meet feese citizens. They are 
exhausted and embairessed by fee time they gm to the line to go in fee door) Going out, I again called 
ahead. 2 little shuttles can only hold so many pet^le and if fe^ are heavy they hold fewer. 

By the time feey got in all they could manage was to sit on a boich and rest up fer fee "devatrx” tour of 
feeC^ritd. B t^es more than one guirle. The group ge^brdeen up into 4 fecrims due to fee tram. Wife 
a bus load you have to reconsider going to fee Cafdtcd at all! People want to go and feat caniKrt believe 
howtaaingand time consuming fee visit really is. Wife kids it is a walk up fee hill- no big deal. Wife 
soiiois it is humuliating fer them to make the visit 
Help! 

DdiraFriedmaim 

301-775-8654 

Sent from my Verizon Wireless BlackBerry 


http://neimai].veriz(».net/wd)maiI/driver?niml^=deeBetemail&fe=CBB-)-HorroiH-Stor&oa... 2AO/20IO 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Ruppersberger. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. You did a good job. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Alvin Hardwick with the GPO police labor committee. 


Wednesday, February 24 , 2010. 

GPO POLICE LABOR COMMITTEE 
WITNESS 

ALVIN HARDWICK, GPO POLICE LABOR COMMITTEE 

Opening Statement — Mr. Hardwick 

Mr. Hardwick. Morning Madam Chairwoman and Ranking 
Member Aderholt and distinguished members of the Subcommittee. 
My name is Alvin Hardwick and I am here as the immediate 
former chairman of the Government Printing Office Police Labor 
Committee for the Fraternal Order of Police of DC Lodge 1. The 
GPO police force is now comprised of 26 rank and file officers who 
protect the GPO buildings in Washington and Maryland. We have 
done a fine job protecting the vital and sensitive documents at 
these locations which are needed for this country to function. They 
are also charged with the safeguarding HAZMAT vehicles that are 
stored at the GPO building by the U.S. Capitol Police in case of 
emergency. The mission of the GPO police force is crucial to the se- 
curity of Washington, D.C. 

Last May I testified before the Subcommittee about the extraor- 
dinary gaps in security at the GPO in Washington, D.C. Unfortu- 
nately these concerns have largely been unaddressed. For example, 
the area where the Capitol Police stores a number of HAZMAT ve- 
hicles in the GPO building in case of an emergency, there are still 
no GPO police officers present to provide a modicum of security 
there. 

In some cases, it seems that the GPO management is attempting 
to roll back recent measures which greatly increase security at the 
GPO. Currently, the passport building in Washington D.C. is pro- 
tected by sworn Federal police officers in compliance with the Pub- 
lic Law 110-161 which prohibits the use of contract security guards 
in the building. 

The Public Printer held a meeting with our union in attempt to 
negotiate and allow the use of contract security to protect the pass- 
port building. In doing so, in attempting to replace the sworn Fed- 
eral officers with contract security guards flies in the face of GPO’s 
management claim that they wish to turn the GPO force into a tra- 
ditional police department. As a matter of fact, the actions of man- 
agement over the past few years seems to imply a desire to phase 
out the GPO police completely. It should be noted that at the meet- 
ing mentioned above by the Public Printer made several comments 
to the officers that they were overpaid. This is quite remarkable 
when the salary of the GPO police officers are compared to those 
of Capitol Police. As you can imagine, management’s attitude has 
not been good for the officer morale. Training security guards to do 
the job of Federally trained officers doesn’t save money and weak- 
ens security considerably. 
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The security aides do not have the training or the experience or 
wherewithal to protect that building. They cannot assist law en- 
forcement agencies in the case of an emergency and have no au- 
thority to protect the perimeter GPO complex. The ramifications of 
this are considerable. There have been attempted rapes and mur- 
ders outside the complex which GPO officers have assisted in pre- 
venting. Furthermore, if there was an attack on an installation 
within a few blocks of GPO such as the Capitol and Union Station 
or in a myriad of buildings within a few blocks the GPO, there 
would be few GPO officers and no security aides to assist. 

Officer morale is further lowered by the significant lack of staff- 
ing at the GPO. The current number of 26 rank-and-file officers is 
too low, especially considering the urgings of this Subcommittee in 
the past to hire more officers. Officers continue to get work back- 
to-back shifts on any given day without notice. The repeated prac- 
tice is creating a burnout situation. 

The GPO police officers are dedicated to the security of GPO and 
to personnel. During the recent blizzards officers volunteered to 
stay on site for days, some even resorted to sleeping in chairs when 
there were no cots available. GPO officers are willing to extend 
themselves beyond the call of duty by repeatedly working double 
shifts. Lack of staffing creates many problems which threatens 
both security and officer safety. The GPO would need to hire about 
17 new officers as it was directed by the Subcommittee in 2007. 

This will fill the security gaps when six officers were hired but 
7 have since left. There have been at least 400 applicants since 
2007, so there is no security for management not to hire more offi- 
cers. The GPO police force has not received its full financial sup- 
port the officers deserved in the past few years. The Public Printers 
have completely ignored your requests and have repeatedly sought 
to undermine the agency. It is important that the subcommittee 
provide the funds for the GPO to hire enough officers to fully carry 
out their missions. Furthermore, the Subcommittee must end the 
privatization of security at the GPO complex by reducing the 
amount of funds that are available for contract security guards. 

Finally, it is important that the Subcommittee earmark funds for 
the police department separately for the general funding of GPO. 
Currently, GPO police budget is part of the entire GPO funding 
and they are at the whim of whatever the Public Printer seeks to 
earmark them for. The GPO police budget should be separate from 
the main GPO budget if we are to ensure proper funding for these 
officers. Thank you for allowing me to testify. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

[Mr. Hardwick’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Good morning Madam Chairman, Ranking Member Aderholt, and distinguished 
members of the Subcommittee. My name is Alvin Hardwick, and I am the immediate 
former Chairman of the Government Printing Office (GPO) police labor committee, for 
the Fraternal Order of Police DC Lodge #1. 

The GPO police force is now comprised of twenty-six (26) rank-and-file officers who 
protect the GPO buildings in Washington and Maryland. They have done a fine job 
protecting the vital and sensitive documents at these locations which are needed for this 
country to function. They are also charged with safeguarding a number of HAZMAT 
vehicles that are stored at the GPO building by the U.S. Capitol Police in case of an 
emergency. The mission of the GPO police force is crucial to the security of Washington 
D.C. 

Last May, I testified before this subcommittee about the extraordinary gaps in the 
security at the GPO building in Washington, D.C. Unfortunately these concerns have 
largely been unaddressed. For example, the area where Capitol Police stores a number of 
Hazmat vehicles in the GPO building in case of an emergency, there are still no GPO 
police officers present to provide even a modicum of security. 

In some cases, it seems that the GPO management is attempting to roll back recent 
measures, which greatly increased security at the GPO. Currently the passport building in 
Washington, D.C is protected by sworn Federal police officers in compliance with Public 
Law No: 1 10-161, which prohibits the use of contract security guards in the building. 

The Public Printer held a meeting with our Union in an attempt to negotiate and allow the 
use of contract security to protect port building. 

Attempting to replace sworn Federal police officers with contracted security guards flies 
in the face of GPO’s management claim that they which to turn the GPO police into a 
traditional police department. As a matter of fact the actions of management over the 
past few years seem to imply a desire to phase-out the GPO police completely. It should 
be noted that at the meeting mentioned above the Public Printer made several comments 
that the officers were overpaid; this is a quite remarkable when the salary of GPO police 
officers are compare to those of Capitol Police. As you can image management’s attitude 
has not been good for officer morale. 

Training security guards to do the Job of a federally trained officer not only doesn’t save 
money, but also weakens security considerably. These security aides do not have the 
training, the experience, or the wherewithal to protect that building. They cannot assist 
other law enforcement agencies in the case of an emergency and have no authority to 
protect the perimeter of the GPO complex. The ramifications of this are considerable. 
There have been attempted rapes and murders outside of the complex which GPO 
officers have assisted in preventing. The security aides can offer no such protection. 
Furthermore, if there was an attack on an installation within a few blocks of the GPO 
complex, such as the Capitol, Union Station, or the myriad buildings within a few blocks 
of the GPO, there would be few GPO officers and no security aides to assist. 
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Officer morale is further lowered by the significant lack of staffing at the GPO. The 
current number of 26 rank-and-file officers is too low, especially considering the urgings 
of this subcommittee in the past to hire more officers. Officers continue to get work back 
to back shifts on any given day without notice. This repeated practice is creating burn- 
out situations. GPO police officers are a dedicated to the security of GPO property and 
personnel. During the recent blizzards, officers volunteered to stay on site for days and 
some restored to sleeping in chairs when cots were unavailable. 

GPO officers are willing to extend themselves well beyond the call of duty, but 
repeatedly working double shifts due to a lack of staffing creates many problems which 
threaten both security and officer safety. The GPO would need to hire about seventeen 
(17) new officers, as it was directed by this subcommittee in 2007, to help fill these 
security gaps. Six (6) officers were hired, but seven (7) have since left. There have been 
at least 400 applicants since 2007, so there is no excuse for management not to hire more 
officers. 

The GPO police force has not received the full funding and support the officers deserve 
in the past few years. The Public Printers have completely ignored their requests and 
have repeatedly sought to undermine the agency. It is important that this Subcommittee 
provide the funds for GPO to hire enough officers to fully carry out their missions. 
Furthermore, the Subcommittee must end the privatization of security at the GPO 
complex by reducing the amount of funds that are available for contract security guards. 
Finally, it is important that the subcommittee earmark funds for the GPO police 
separately from the general funding of the GPO. Currently the GPO police budget is part 
of the entire GPO funding, and they are at the whim of whatever the Public Printer seeks 
to earmark for them. The GPO police budget should be separate from the main GPO 
budget if we are to ensure the proper funding for these officers. 

Thank you for allowing me to testify on this important issue. I would now be happy to 
answer any questions you might have. 
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USE OF CONTRACT SECURITY AT GPO FACILITIES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Hardwick, if you recall the reason 
that there is a law that says the passport facility can’t be guarded 
by security officers is because this committee insisted that that not 
happen any longer, and it was from your testimony of this public 
witness hearing. What additional facilities has GPO proposed 
swapping Federal officers for contract security officers? 

Mr. Hardwick. Just recently in the past 10 days in the main 
passport facility here that the public printer proposed. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But they can’t have security officers. 

Mr. Hardwick. I understand that. That didn’t stop them from 
having a meeting and putting on the table before the officers to 
sign an agreement which they wanted to be presented to this com- 
mittee as if the union proposed it 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Oh, I see. 

Mr. Hardwick. To have the contract security take over the pass- 
port facility. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Any other facilities besides that one? 

Mr. Hardwick. Other than that one, the one facility in Mis- 
sissippi still has contract security there. 

FUNDING FOR ADDITIONAL OFFICERS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Right, that is not part of the law. Are 
you saying that we funded 17 additional officers for GPO’s police 
force and GPO didn’t hire? 

Mr. Hardwick. They dragged their feet, they have created situa- 
tions where it has become harder and harder to hire officers. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. How so? 

Mr. Hardwick. They raised the bar well beyond what we would 
consider people would be hired for Capitol Police, Secret Service, 
deputy marshals or air marshals. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. In terms of qualifications? 

Mr. Hardwick. Yes. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Aren’t the qualifications that they are 
asking for just the standard 

Mr. Hardwick. No, they are well above what we require or what 
anybody else requires compared to any of the other agencies. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. What are they looking for, officers 
that have previous experience or 

Mr. Hardwick. We have requested that they look at officers with 
previous experience working currently with other agencies or new 
recruits. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And what are they insisting on? 

Mr. Hardwick. They insist that there is always an issue with 
background or an issue with work ethic. We think they have insti- 
tuted this specialized PT program which requires that officers must 
take it every year and pass it. If not, they will be terminated. No 
other agency requires such an action to take a PT to get the job, 
but you certainly don’t have it every year to keep your job. We 
have talked to officers from other agencies 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Is that in your contract? 

Mr. Hardwick. That is not in our contract, that is in their pro- 
posed issue with new hires. We have spoken with people interested 
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in working but they say they were discouraged by GPO’s new man- 
date. 


POTENTIAL MERGER WITH USCP 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Why shouldn’t we just absorb GPO’s 
police into the Capitol Police? 

Mr. Hardwick. We think you should. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Has that ever been proposed 
previously? 

Mr. Hardwick. There is currently some talk about it now re- 
cently. There was some paperwork — there were some articles in the 
paper in reference to that by Mr. Brady from Pennsylvania. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Mr. Hardwick. So we are in the middle of trying to formulate, 
sit down and find out where that is. We think that a merger would 
be good for the department. It would eliminate irregularities and 
the security gaps, everything would be uniform as it is now. Cur- 
rently we have some Capitol assets at GPO, HAZMAT stuff and 
equipment, we have internal affairs, a whole supply. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. It seems to me now we now have ab- 
sorbed the Library of Congress’s police force and they are all Cap- 
itol Police, and this is the only other police agency in the legislative 
branch, and I am just not sure why we shouldn’t have the Capitol 
Police covering all the legislative branch agencies where there is a 
police force necessary. 

Mr. Hardwick. Currently you have a blueprint for that library 
merger. 


SWORN vs. CONTRACT OEEICERS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We certainly do. The only other ques- 
tion I have is I don’t want to knock contract security officers, be- 
cause I am sure they do a good job and are well intentioned and 
well qualified, but where there are contract officers or security offi- 
cers there instead of sworn officers, what risk — what problems 
have there been that are addressed by the difference between hav- 
ing a sworn officer guard a particular facility at GPO versus 

Mr. Hardwick. In recent past? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Recent. 

Mr. Hardwick. Recent past we have had some officers, some of 
the security officers have been involved with government service, 
parking on the parking lots for free, parking here in the govern- 
ment area. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. The security officers themselves? 

Mr. Hardwick. Yes, to include the project manager. We have 
issues with their backgrounds. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Their own backgrounds? 

Mr. Hardwick. Yes. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But have there been any crimes? You 
made reference to attempted rapes and murders. 

Mr. Hardwick. Those were perpetrated by citizens in the street. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Were sworn officers too far away from 
security officers? 

Mr. Hardwick. The security officers couldn’t respond to it, but 
our GPO officers 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Are they armed? 

Mr. Hardwick. Yes, but they can’t go in public space. We had 
recent issues where one of the security guards was involved in a 
theft, theft of a visitor’s property coming through the Visitor’s Cen- 
ter. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Has there been any jeopardy to the 
GPO property as a result of security officers? 

Mr. Hardwick. Not this year. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. How long ago? 

Mr. Hardwick. I would say 3 years ago. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And what was that? 

Mr. Hardwick. That is where they had lost their weapons in 
bathrooms and whatnot. We had one of them involved with drug 
dealing outside the agency and they worked at GPO as well as con- 
tract security. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Mr. Aderholt. 

new officers 

Mr. Aderholt. Your proposal would be for 17 new officers? 

Mr. Hardwick. Well, the Subcommittee proposed that they hire 
17 people, and it is now close to 3 years and 17 people have not 
been hired. That is a clear indication to us that they have been 
dragging their feet. And I think because they were not given a 
deadline to hire those people, they felt that they could do that 
when they wanted to. If they were asked questions they could say 
we are in the process of doing it. 

Mr. Aderholt. But 17 would still be sufficient? 

Mr. Hardwick. Well, right now, no, it would only replace the 
people we have lost by retirement or attrition to other agencies. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

STANDARD FOR USCP AND GPO POLICE 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Is there a standards issue between the two 
police departments? Is there a standard for the Capitol Police than 
the others, is that why 

Mr. Hardwick. The standard is pretty much the same, we attend 
the same schools in the same classrooms. The standard is no dif- 
ferent. GPO, the new management has implemented a new stand- 
ard where the officers are required to be better qualified. We have 
even had some officers who wanted to leave Capitol and transfer 
over to GPO and they were told that they were not eligible to 
apply, and that is because of retirement issues. And we think that 
it is on purpose. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. To save money? 

Mr. Hardwick. To either save money or not hire. If you look 
every day, you have more security personnel on the list than you 
have police officers. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Cole. 

Mr. Cole. No questions. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Mr. Hardwick, 
we will spend some time addressing your concerns and at this 
point, we have a couple of minutes to vote and there are three 
votes on the floor so with that, the Subcommittee stands in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 
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[Recess.] 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I call the Subcommittee back to order. 
At this time, I would like to recognize Jesse Hartle with the Na- 
tional Federation of the Blind. You can proceed with a 5-minute 
summary of your statement and your full statement will be entered 
into the record. Welcome. 


Wednesday, February 24 , 2010. 

NATIONAL FEDERATION OF THE BLIND 
WITNESS 

JESSE HARTLE, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF THE BLIND 

Opening Remarks — Mr. Hartle 

Mr. Hartle. Thank you. Madam Chair. My name is Jesse Hartle 
and I work in the Department of Governmental Affairs at the Na- 
tional Federation of the Blind. And I am a patron of the National 
Library Service for the Blind and Physically Handicapped. I want 
to thank you and the Ranking Member and other members of the 
Subcommittee for two things: first, for allowing me to testify today 
concerning the importance of the Digital Talking Book Program of 
the National Library Service for the Blind and Physically Handi- 
capped and for the work that you have done to ensure that this 
transition occurs without interrupting the service of the Talking 
Books Program for the 800,000 patrons who rely on this service as 
their primary source of reading material. 

One of the greatest problems facing blind Americans today is not 
the blindness itself, but it is the misunderstanding of the capabili- 
ties of blind people which lead to low expectations by society for us 
to participate on terms of equality with our sighted counterparts. 
The Digital Talking Book Program helps to level of playing field by 
providing access to information for blind people. If you were read- 
ing a book in print, on the American Revolution, and I was reading 
the same book by using audio we would both find that Lord Corn- 
wallis surrendered at Yorktown. The information contained in 
books is the same regardless of whether it is in print or on audio. 
The NLS has done a remarkable job of providing a wide variety of 
materials for use by its patrons. I have come across blind people 
who are reading books on many topics from best practices of barbe- 
cuing, the latest science fiction bestsellers, information on famous 
air battles of World War II and books on parenting. 

Because blind people are a cross section of society, our library 
needs to be able to provide a diverse collection of materials. Part 
of the digital transition has allowed the patrons of the NLS pro- 
gram in several pilot States to download books onto blank car- 
tridges, which they would use in their digital Talking Book player. 
This allows blind patrons on-demand access to information making 
our Library even more effective. The rollout of the new digital 
Talking Book players continues as 20,000 new machines are pro- 
duced each month. 

And currently over 85,000 new machines are now being used by 
library patrons. On behalf of America’s blind, I want to take this 
opportunity to thank you and this Committee for all of the work 
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you have done to make sure that this transition is adequately fund- 
ed. We believe that knowledge is power. And your work on this 
project is protecting the right of blind Americans to access that 
power. I also want to take the opportunity to commend the Librar- 
ian of Congress, Dr. James Billington and the director of the NLS 
program, Frank Kurt Cylke, for their hard work and commitment 
to providing quality digital talking books to NLS patrons and for 
bringing this transition to fruition so that the viability of this pro- 
gram is assured throughout the 21st century. All that is needed for 
the transition to be completed on schedule in 2013 is for the fiscal 
year 2011 appropriation of 12.5 million to be included, as I said, 
in fiscal year 2011, 2012 and 2013. On behalf of blind Americans 
served by this critically important program, I urge this sub- 
committee to make sure that this happens so that there will be no 
disruption in service for any NLS patron. Thank you very much. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Mr. Hartle. 

[Mr. Hartle’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Statement of the National Federation of the Blind 
Before die Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch 
Committee on Appropriations 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

February 24, 2010 

Madam Chair, my name is Jesse Hartle. I am the person at the National Federation of the 
Blind responsible for monitoring and tracking the National Library Sen/ice for the Blind and 
Physically Handicapped (NLS) of the Library of Congress Digital Talking Book Program. 
My address is 200 East Wells Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21230; my telephone is (410) 
659-9314, extension 2233. 

I am testifying here today on behalf of the National Federation of the Blind. I appreciate 
the opportunity to appear before this committee and to comment on the NLS Talking Book 
Program. 

The National Federation of the Blind is the largest and most influential organization of 
blind people in the United States. Founded in 1940, the Federation has over 50,000 
members representing a cross-section of the blind of America from all fifty states, the 
District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. All of our leaders and the vast majority of our 
members are blind, and we are known as the voice of the nation’s blind. We are 
consumers of the NLS program. 

The National Library Service for the Blind and Physically Handicapped of the Library of 
Congress is the primary provider of reading material for over 800,000 Americans who 
are blind or have physical limitations that make it impossible for them to read print. For 
only the third time in its seventy-six-year history of exemplary service, the NLS is 
undergoing a transition in the technology it uses to provide Talking Books to people who 
cannot read print. These books were originally produced on long-playing records and 
then on cassette tapes. Both of these technologies are now obsolete. For this nation’s 
Talking Book readers, the digital age has begun. The extremely successful pilot project 
allowing patrons to download selected Talking Books has shown great progress, 
gaining universal acceptance among patrons. New digital Talking Book machines and 
book cartridges continue to be manufactured, and many NLS patrons have received 
digital books and machines in the last year. 

At this time, 100,376 of the new Talking Book machines have been distributed to 
Talking Book libraries throughout the country for delivery to patrons. Machines continue 
to be produced at a rate of 20,000 per month. Over 15,100 titles are currently in the 
digital download database, with new books being added as they are produced. There 
are 1 ,504 titles now available via cartridge for use with the new player. The NLS is also 
implementing a system to permit individuals to download materials directly from their 
state library. California, Florida, Massachusetts, and Missouri are aiready engaged in 
this program. 
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As a user of the Talking Book player, I cannot express strongly enough what a 
difference this technology makes in the lives of blind Americans. Access to the printed 
word has historically been one of the greatest challenges faced by the blind. With this 
service, hundreds of thousands of Americans have improved their ability to learn from 
and enjoy printed material and, therefore, have improved their opportunity for education, 
employment, and entertainment. 

In short, Madame Chair, I am happy to report that the NLS digital transition is on track. 
On behalf of America’s blind, I want to take this opportunity to thank you and this 
committee for all of the work you have done to make sure that this transition is 
adequately funded. Also, let me take this opportunity to commend the Librarian of 
Congress, Dr. James H. Bitiington, and the NLS Director, Frank Kurt Cylke, for their 
hard work and commitment to providing quality digital Talking Books to NLS patrons 
and for bringing this transition to fruition so that the viability of this program is assured 
throughout the twenty-first century. All that is needed for the transition to be completed 
on schedule in 2013 is for the 201 1 appropriation of $12.5 million to be included in each 
of the remaining three years of the transition. On behalf of the blind Americans served 
by this critically important program, I urge this committee to make sure that this happens 
so that there will be no disruptions in service for any NLS patron. 

Thank you, Madame Chair, for allowing me to address this committee, and thank you 
for your continued support of the National Library Service and its Talking Book Program. 
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CONVERSION OF NON-NLS MATERIALS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. This entire Subcommittee appreciates 
your testimony and also appreciates the efforts of your organiza- 
tion. They would be hard pressed to find an organization with more 
passionate advocates than those of the National Federation of the 
Blind, and you always make sure that we understand the issues 
that are important to blind Americans. And I can assure you that 
over the next 2 fiscal years, as long as I chair the subcommittee, 
that we will be focused on making sure that we can complete our 
commitment to making sure that we can fully fund the transition 
for digital books for the blind. 

I do have one question, though. And that is, it has come to my 
attention recently that not all reading material is — that there are 
materials that serve blind Americans that are not covered by the 
NLS. And I am wondering if the Federation has a plan for ensuring 
that those materials are accounted for in the conversion? 

Mr. Hartle. And the 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. For example, there are Jewish — there 
are Jewish documents that are not part of the NLS that I am con- 
cerned are not going to make the transition. 

Mr. Hartle. The National Federation of the Blind has also run 
into this problem as far as providing materials. We, like many 
other organizations, piggy-backed on the cassette technology that 
was used by NLS because the idea was that this technology has 
been used for the past 43 years for the Talking Books Program, 
cassette technology. So the belief was that if you want to get infor- 
mation to blind people, most blind people have cassette players and 
so you kind of use the same technology. And now that that has 
come to an end, we have had to adapt our delivery system to — we 
have moved to kind of a downloadable format from the Internet. 
You can also — some of the things we have also done are e-mailed 
audio files. For Braille materials that are in hardback, or even — 
as technology has advanced, it is possible, and I don’t know the 
technical parameters of how they do this, but the NLS does have 
a format in which you can get a Braille file in an electronic format 
which is called a BRF file. And a user could download that to a 
note taker and it would be up here on a refreshable Braille display 
so they could still have the material in Braille, but that PDA type 
device would also be able to read it in an electronic synthesized 
voice. 

So this is another way that we are working to ensure that mate- 
rials are still being provided and that nothing is left behind. And 
the National Federation of the Blind would be happy to work with 
any organization to work out ways of providing that information. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I would like to help encourage that 
and make sure that while we are trying to — because the whole goal 
is to get all of these materials converted. And if we leave some 
folks behind, then obviously they are not going to have access to 
those materials and may never. This is our one shot. So I just want 
to make sure that we get those, that everything is coordinated. Mr. 
Aderholt. 
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DIGITAL TALKING BOOK 

Mr. Aderholt. In doing this transition, is the latest version 
what is called the Talking Book? 

Mr. Hartle. The hook would he on a cartridge which then goes 
into the player. So we are replacing the old format which was the 
hook on a cassette tape and now it is on a cartridge. There are two 
things that can happen. One, you would contact your local library 
for the blind, physically handicapped and request the book and it 
would still be sent to you through the mail as was done in the old 
Talking Book program. But you could also receive a blank cartridge 
which then you could download the book through your computer 
onto that cartridge. You would have that book on that blank car- 
tridge. Then when you finished that book and wanted another 
book, you could go download it to that cartridge and the new book 
would take the place of the old. 

Mr. Aderholt. It would be erased? 

Mr. Hartle. Yes. 


USE OF AUDIO BOOKS 

Mr. Aderholt. Of course, I know now it is very common for peo- 
ple who actually have 20/20 vision to use audio books. Has there 
been a discussion of a way to try to provide audio books for the 
blind that could serve both purposes? 

Mr. Hartle. Some commercial audio books are part of the Talk- 
ing Book program, not — certainly not all. And I am not sure how 
those decisions are made of which comes into the program and 
which is not. 

Mr. Aderholt. I just wondered — ^because like I said, it is very 
popular now to do audio books for people who can see 20/20. So I 
just wondered if there was a way that would even be a way to 
produce even more. Like I said, I don’t know how that works ei- 
ther, but that may be something to look into as far as actually 
checking with the Library of Congress when they come to testify 
before us. Thank you for your testimony today. 

Mr. Hartle. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Mr. Hartle. 
Thank you. You did a great job. Next, Mr. Saul Schniderman, 
President of the Library of Congress Professional Guild. You can 
proceed with a summary of your statement and your full statement 
will be entered into the record. Welcome. 


Wednesday, February 24, 2010. 

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS PROFESSIONAL GUILD 

WITNESS 

SAUL SCHNIDERMAN, PRESIDENT, LIBRARY OF CONGRESS PROFES- 
SIONAL GUILD 

Opening Remarks — Mr. Schniderman 

Mr. Schniderman. Thank you. Chairwoman Wasserman Schultz 
and Ranking Member Aderholt and Members of the Subcommittee, 
my name is Saul Schniderman, and I am President of the Library 
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of Congress Professional Guild, AFSCME Local 2910. And I am tes- 
tifying this morning on behalf of over 1,500 professionals at the Li- 
brary of Congress, excluding CRS who thank you for your support 
of the Library and of their work to help make the Library of Con- 
gress a great institution. I am here this morning with our chief 
steward. Nan Ernst, who is an archivist at the Library, and our 
chief negotiator, Ken Dunlap, who is an attorney advisor in the 
Copyright Office. 

Last May when I testified before you, I reported that the EEO 
and the dispute resolution program at the Library was in adminis- 
trative turmoil. Today I am pleased to report that the OIC, the Of- 
fice of Opportunity and Inclusiveness and Compliance is being re- 
structured. And to date, we are pleased with the results. Last sum- 
mer a new director of OIC was appointed and we can attest that 
she is committed to fairness, diversity and resolution of disputes 
and EEO complaints. She has hired competent contract mediators, 
she has met with the Deaf and Hard of Hearing Staff and has initi- 
ated a series of educational brown bag teaching sessions. 

I want to make it clear that the OIC is in a rebuilding phase 
right now and its programs — the success of its programs is depend- 
ent upon the level of institutional support needed to address dis- 
crimination in the workplace. We think it is important that the 
OIC succeeds and we ask that this subcommittee also take a look 
at it and urge it in the right direction. And here is why. 

EEO at the Library of Congress is different from almost any- 
where else in the Federal Government. It is peculiar because at the 
Library, employees are not subject to the jurisdiction of the EEOC, 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. For most Federal 
agencies, the EEOC is responsible for enforcing the EEO laws. This 
makes sense as it would be foolish for an agency to enforce EEO 
laws against itself, but this is exactly the case at the Library of 
Congress where the Librarian is both the employer respondent and 
the administrative official charged with making the final decision 
on an EEO complaint against the Library. In short, its roles are 
in conflict. For the very same reason, the Library’s EEO process is 
neither impartial nor fair because the Librarian rarely, if ever, 
rules in the employee’s favor. 

Regarding EEO, we at the Library always try to contrast our- 
selves with our colleagues in the legislative branch who come 
under the Congressional Accountability Act and have the right to 
counseling and mediation and procedures that are administered by 
the Office of Compliance, which is independent of those leg branch 
agencies. 

We would like to see the law changed and we would like to have 
those same rights of independent review that our colleagues in the 
legislative branch have. Madam Chairwoman and Mr. Aderholt, we 
only recently were able to review the budget. Dr. Billington’s fiscal 
year 2011 budget, and we have not yet been provided with a brief- 
ing on that. But we are generally supportive of his request, except 
for one in particular and that is the establishment of a more cen- 
tralized workforce performance management program in human re- 
sources, particularly the 2 FTEs which the library’s human re- 
sources office has requested to manage staff performance. And the 
reason why we don’t support this, we believe that maintaining high 
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performance for professionals at the Library of Congress begins 
and ends on the shop floor where the work is done, not on the sixth 
floor of the Madison Building. 

Ms. Young asked me what do I mean by the sixth floor. Here we 
refer to that as being the sixth floor. That is where all the top man- 
agement has their offices in the Madison building. On that shop 
floor where we work, if the supervision is good, performance tends 
to be excellent. If it is poor, performance tends to be spotty. And 
now my colleague and fellow President, Dennis Roth, made men- 
tion of these 2 FTEs in his testimony, so I wanted to be clear. If 
these FTEs are designed for career development or staff develop- 
ment or supervisory training, that is terrific and we can support 
it. But if it is only to lead to a greater bureaucracy centralized on 
the sixth floor with somebody pushing paper from here to there, we 
are not supportive of it. 

I want to very quickly comment on the crisis in the Copyright Of- 
fice. To management’s credit, a more realistic view has been emerg- 
ing regarding the shortcoming of the electronic system which was 
implemented in August of 2007. Currently, the Copyright Office 
has approximately 500,000 claims waiting for processing and this 
is down from approximately 545,000 a couple of months ago. These 
reductions stem from the temporary reassignment of super- 
numerary staff rather than a clear improvement in the system. 

In December of 2009, 20 staffers were detailed to the registration 
program of the Copyright Office. And in January, 50 additional em- 
ployees were detailed for a 2-month period. These additional work- 
ers have increased registrations a few thousand per week. And for 
the first time since implementation of the new system, the backlog 
is declining, but it remains to be seen whether this progress can 
continue once the 70 workers return to their normal duties. 

And finally, I would like to just end my testimony with two other 
matters which we believe merit support from the Subcommittee. If 
you remember, the guild has testified in the past — we were in favor 
of the recently completed merger of the LOC and the Capitol Police 
to better coordinate campus-wide security. But staffing shortages 
are causing delays for Library employees coming to work, espe- 
cially at the C Street entrance to the Madison Building where long 
lines on the sidewalk are all too common. 

So more police are needed to provide access to Library buildings. 
And also, as I am sure you are aware, the Library has run out of 
space for its collections on Capitol Hill. We support funding for Col- 
lection Storage Module 5 at Fort Meade, because there is, frankly, 
no place for hundreds of thousands of books that are on the floor 
today and we feel that number will grow. This ends my testimony. 
I do hope to be able to submit something in write later on. I thank 
you for this opportunity. 

[Mr. Schniderman’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Oral Testimony of 
Saul Schniderman, President 
Library of Congress Professional Guild 
AFSCME Local 2910 
Before the Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Legislative Branch Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 
February 24, 2010 


Chairwoman Wassennan Schultz, Ranking Member Aderholt and Members of the Subcommitee: 

My name is Saul Schniderman and I am president of the Library of Congress Professional Guild, 
AFSCME Local 2910 and 1 am testifying on behalf of the over 1500 professionals at the Library - 
excluding employees of CRS - who thank you for your support of their work to make the Library 
of Congress a truly great institution. 

I shall try to be brief this morning. 

Last May when I testified before you I reported that the EEO and Dispute Resolution program 
at the Library was in administrative turmoil. Today, I am pleased to report that the OIC - 
Office of Opportunity, Inclusiveness and Compliance - is being restructured and, to date, we are 
pleased with the results. 

Last summer a new director of OIC was appointed and, even though she has been here less than a 
year, we can attest that she is committed to fairness, diversity and resolution of disputes and 
EEO complaints. She has hired competent contract mediators, met with the deaf and hard of 
hearing staff to discuss their request for a staff interpreter, and initiated a series of educational 
brown bag teach-in sessions. OIC is rebuilding its programs but success is also dependent upon 
the level of institutional support for mediation, effective accommodation of disabilities, and the 
means to address discrimination in the workplace. We cannot say for certain that support is 
assured. 

In regards to EEO (42 USC §2000e-I6 ) the Library of Congress is peculiar because it is not 
subject to the jurisdiction of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC). For 

most federal agencies the EEOC is responsible for enforcing EEO laws. This makes sense as it 
would be foolish to expect an agency to enforce EEO laws against itself. But this is exactly the 
case at the Library of Congress where the Librarian is both the employer/respondent and the 
administrative official charged with making the final decision on an EEO complaint against the 
Library. In short, his roles are in conflict. For the same reason, the Library’s EEO process is 
neither impartial nor fair because the Librarian rarely, if ever, rules in the employee’s favor. 
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Compare the situation of Library employees to other legislative branch employees. For 
example, legislative branch employees who are covered by the Congressional Accountability 
Act have the right to counseling, mediation, and adjudicatory procedures administered by the 
independent Office of Compliance, and may appeal to the Board of Directors of the Office of 
Compliance, a tribunal independent of their employing agencies. The Guild supports statutory 
changes in the EEO law which would establish independent review processes similar to other 
government agencies. 

While the unions have not yet been briefed on the Librarian’s proposed FY 201 1 budget, we have 
been provided with an advance copy for our review. While we are generally supportive of Dr. 
Billington’s request, one item we cannot support is the request for the establishment of a more 
centralized workforce performance management program in Hmnan Resources, particularly 
the 2 FTEs requested to “manage” staff performance. 

The Guild believes that maintaining high performance begins and ends on the shop floor where 
the work is done. The best assurance of high performance is timely supervision and feedback on 
assignments given and completed. In areas of the Library where supervision is good, 
performance tends to be excellent. The converse is also true. Where supervision is poor, 
performance tends to be spotty. 

Regarding improvements in work performance, we support Dr. Billington’s funding request for 
supervisory and staff development, but we are skeptical about the request for more positions on 
the sixth floor of the Madison Building which move paper from here to there. Respectfully, we 
request that the Subcommittee question the Library on what it means by words such as “guide 
staff to high-performance that aligns their daily work with the accomplishment of the strategic 
goals of the Library.” (Workforce Performance Management at www.loc.gov/staff) 

The Library’s current regulations and the provisions of the Collective Bargaining Agreement 
provide for a continuous process of observation and evaluation of employee performance, a 
process that encourages communication between supervisors and employees. The last thing the 
Library needs is a greater bureaucracy centralized on its sixth floor. 

This past year has been a difficult one for the Copyright Office. To management’s credit, a more 
realistic view has begun emerging regarding the shortcoming of the electronic system which was 
implemented in August, 2007. Currently, the Office has approximately 500,000 claims waiting 
for processing. This is down from approximately 545,000 a couple of months ago. The 
reductions stem from the temporary reassignment of supernumerary staff, rather than a clear 
improvement of the system. In December, 2009, approximately 20 staffers were detailed to the 
Registration Program and in January 50 additional employees were detailed from Library 
Services for a two month period. These additional workers have increased registrations a few 
thousands per week, and for the first time since implementation of the new system, the backlog is 
declining. It remains to be seen whether this progress can continue once the 70 workers return 
to their normal duties. 
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Recently, management initiated a project to digitize pre-1978 catalog records, and place the 
records on the internet. Many works registered and cataloged before 1978 are still under 
copyright protection, and making these records widely accessible would perform a great public 
service. We request the Subcommittee to support this initiative. 

1 would like to touch upon two other matters which merit support from the Subcommittee. The 
Guild was in favor of the recently completed merger of the LOG and Capitol Police to better 
coordinate campus-wide security. But staffing shortages and new procedures are causing delays 
for employees coming to work, especially at the C Street entrance to the Madison Building where 
lines down the sidewalk are all too common. More police are needed to provide adequate 
access to Library Buildings. 

The Library is also out of space for collections on Capitol Hill. The Fort Meade facility 
provides appropriate and necessary off-site storage for the book collection and special format 
materials such as manuscripts and maps. Collections grow day by day, and without support for 
Collection Storage Module 5 there will be no place for hundreds of thousands of books that are 
on the floor, a number that will grow. 

This ends my oral testimony. 1 do request the ability to submit, at a later date, more detailed 
written testimony. Thank you. 

Library of Congress Professional Guild 
AFSCME Local 2910 
guild@loc.gov 
WWW. guild291 0. org 
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COPYRIGHT REGISTRATION BACKLOG 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. Mr. 
Schniderman. The progress that has heen made in the Copyright 
Office, I am pretty happy about it as well. We, as you know, 
pushed for there to he a very specific commitment on the part of 
the Library to address the backlog. I get a weekly report now on 
their progress, making sure that we hold their feet to the fire so 
that we can get that backlog cleared out is important, and I think 
it is part of the reason that they have now shifted those 50 employ- 
ees, is to get that job done. I did not hear in your testimony, which 
you did complain about last year, about the electronic processing 
process. Are you still uncomfortable with that process? Or have 
those concerns subsided? 

Mr. Schniderman. No, we are still uncomfortable with it. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But it is what it is. 

Mr. Schniderman. It is what it is. We are going to have this 
problem in the Copyright Office for the next few years. The elec- 
tronic system which they purchased again was designed to help the 
workers do a more efficient job and there have been some small im- 
provements, but when you have a backlog this size it is going to 
be a long time before it is worked out. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. What is the Guild’s estimate as to 
how long realistically it would take to clear the backlog? 

Mr. Schniderman. We are not experts in that, but it is going to 
be years. But we do know to put a human face on this, these are 
American citizens who are registering their works with the Copy- 
right Office and sometimes have to wait up to 2 years in order to 
get a certificate. Our support for the Copyright Office is to support 
the copyright industries and small authors. So you can imagine the 
frustration that is out there in the land. I think we are going to 
be living with this crisis for quite a while, Ms. Wasserman Schultz. 

eeo issues 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. This is on the EEO issues. Do you 
have the same concerns that your colleagues at CRS have about 
the small number of employees in the office and their inability to 
address the EEO problems with that small of a shop? 

Mr. Schniderman. That office was basically abolished last year 
and it is now in a state of reconstruction. So in that process, there 
are bound to be different experiences. And I want to say that we 
actually have had to file grievances in order to make sure that me- 
diation services were provided. We are pleased with the director 
and I understand they have recently hired a GS-15 on staff. But 
we have not yet met her. So we have the same concerns. The story 
isn’t over yet. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But you are willing to give it a little 
more time? 

Mr. Schniderman. Yeah, in the sense it is going through a re- 
construction phase. And I hope you will look into this and prod 
them in the right direction. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. Mr. Aderholt. 
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LIBRARY ENTRANCES 

Mr. Aderholt. The interesting thing that you mentioned as far 
as the long lines out on the sidewalk in your testimony — has there 
been such discussions about in the mornings to — well first, is it ba- 
sically in the mornings where this is the problem? 

Mr. SCHNIDERMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Aderholt. Have there been discussions about opening up al- 
ternative doors? 

Mr. Schniderman. Yes. On our part. Yes, there have been. 

Mr. Aderholt. What has been the 

Mr. Schniderman. In fact, we met with an official from the po- 
lice, Inspector Morse, 2 weeks ago about this. As you know for the 
Madison Building, there are only 2 entrances. There is the C Street 
entrance and the Independence Avenue entrance. And we have spo- 
ken over the last couple of years and convinced the Library to open 
up a door on the First Street side of the Madison building for staff 
only, only in the morning and at lunchtime on the Second Street 
door, which some people call the Pete door, because it is right 
across from Pete’s, if you know that little shop there. Again, for 
staff. Because what happens is — this is an access issue for us. You 
have the staff and the public trying to get into the building at the 
same time, especially off the subway. 

So we have been trying — and he has responded. But it is iffy. 
Sometimes it is open and sometimes it is not. But that is the key 
to the solution is to open up the two side doors just for staff. 

Mr. Aderholt. For staff only. So what is the current feedback 
did you get when you 

Mr. Schniderman. Here is the feedback. They put a sign — if it 
is closed, specifically for people to come down out of Capitol South 
so they can look up the Hill and see whether it is open. Today it 
was open. Yesterday it was open. But tomorrow it might be closed. 
What has happened is it depends on the supply of officers because 
now that we have merged — now that the police have merged with 
the Capitol Police, those staffing problems have gotten larger. So 
he is aware of our concerns and it has to do with exactly the mat- 
ter you brought up, the side door. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Thank you. Thank you for your testimony. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. And again, 
please, also send our thanks to your fellow employees for all the 
work they do. 

Mr. Schniderman. I will certainly do that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Last but not least, Mr. Jim Konczos, 
chairman of the Fraternal Order of the Police Labor Committee. 
Welcome to the Committee and you can proceed with a 5-minute 
summary of your statement and your full statement will be entered 
into the record. 
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Wednesday, February 24 , 2010. 

UNITED STATES CAPITOL POLICE LABOR COMMITTEE 

WITNESS 

JAMES KONCZOS, FRATERNAL ORDER OF POLICE LABOR COMMITTEE 

Opening Statement — Mr. Konczos 

Mr. Konczos. Good afternoon. I want to thank the distinguished 
memhers of this Committee for allowing me this opportunity. My 
name is James Konczos and I represent the United States Capitol 
Police Labor Committee and I serve as the chairman. Our union 
represents the men and women of the Capitol Police. These are the 
officers you see on a daily basis who provide a safe environment 
in which the legislative branch can function without interruption. 
On behalf of these officers, I am here to discuss our current retire- 
ment system. As most Federal employees, we are covered under the 
Federal Employees Retirement System known as FERS. 

FERS is a three-tiered system based on a government pension. 
Thrift Savings Plan, and Social Security. This system would allow 
an officer to retire after 25 years of covered service at any age. This 
officer would be eligible for 39 percent pension based on the aver- 
age of his 3 highest years of his basic pay. This system also sub- 
jects an officer to mandatory retirement at age 57, as long as they 
have completed their 20 years of covered service. If an officer can 
only complete 20 years of service due to age, they would receive ap- 
proximately 34 percent of their salary as pension. Again, based on 
the formula, the 3 highest years of basic pay. 

You start to see the effects of this system regarding pension. Of- 
ficers who are now eligible to retire choose not to because the pen- 
sion percentage is so low. And it has come to the union’s attention 
that at least one officer forced to retire at age 57, because of his 
low pension percentages, has submitted for unemployment benefits 
and has been approved. The Thrift Savings Plan, while a good idea, 
also has its drawbacks. Many of our new officers begin their career 
with outstanding student loans which prevents them from contrib- 
uting the maximum amount into the system. Other officers are 
coming to terms with their first mortgage and school-aged children. 
They face the same dilemma. 

At what time can you contribute the maximum to Thrift Savings? 
For most the answer is never. While Social Security under FERS 
is designed to bridge the gap from the time you separate from the 
agency, you receive your full Social Security benefits at age 62. Be- 
cause of the low pension percentages and the Thrift Savings uncer- 
tainty, it is not meeting its intended goals. While we are aware 
that the pensions were designed to be less than individual’s annual 
compensation when they retire, we have officers retiring at age 57 
needing full-time employment at an age when most employers 
want a younger workforce. I know my time is limited here today, 
so if possible, I would like for my executive board and myself to 
meet at a future date and discuss some options. 

[Mr. Konczos’ prepared statement follows:] 
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Good morning. I want to thank the distinguished Members of this Comnittee for 
allowing me this opportunity. 

My name is lames Konczos. I serve as Chairman of the United States Capitol Police 
Labor Committee. Our Union represents the men and woman of the Capitol Police. 
These are the officers you see on a daily basis who provide a safe environment in 
which the Legislative Branch can function without interruption. On behalf of 
these officers 1 am here to discuss our current retirement system. 

As with most federal employees we are covered under the Federal Employees 
Retirement System know as FERS. FERS is a three (3) tiered system based on: 
•Government pension 
•Thrift Savings Plan 
•Social Security 

This system would allow an officer to retire after twenty-five (25) years of 
covered service at any age. This officer would be eligible for a 39% pension 
based on an average of their three (3) highest earning years of basic pay. This 
system also subjects an officer into mandatory retirement at age fifty-seven (57) 
as long as they have completed twenty (20) years of covered service. If an 
officer could only complete twenty (20) years of service due to age they would 
receive approximately a 34% pension again with a formula based on an average of 
their three (3) highest earning years of basic pay. 

We have started to see the effects of this system regarding the pension. Officers 
who are now eligible to retire choose not to because the pension percentages are 
to low. It has come to the Unions attention of at least one (1) officer forced to 
retire at age fifty-seven (57) who because of his low pension percentages 
submitted for unemployment benefits and was approved. 

The Thrift Savings Plan while a good idea also has its drawbacks. Many of our new 
officers begin their career with outstanding student loans which prevents them 
from contributing the maximum amount into this system. Other officers are coming 
to terras with their 1st mortgage and school age children, they face the same 
dilemma. At what time can you contribute the maximum amount into Thrift Savings? 
For most the answer is never. 

While Social Security under FERS is designed to bridge the gap from the time you 
separate from the agency until you receive your full Social security benefits at 
age sixty-two (62) but because of the low pension percentages and thrift savings 
uncertainty its not meeting its intended goals. 

While we are aware that pensions are designed to be less then an individuals 
annual compensation when they retire. We have officer retiring at age fifty-seven 
(57) needing to find full time employment at an age when employers want a younger 
work force. 

I know my time is limited here today so if possible I would like for ray Executive 
Board and I to meet with each of you in the near future in an effort to better 
this system for the Capitol Police. 

At this time I would be happy to answer any questions you may have. 
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RETIREMENT SYSTEM 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Absolutely. We would be glad to do 
that. And we thank you for your testimony. The concerns you ex- 
pressed over the retirement system, I mean, it is designed so that 
police officers who obviously face a particularly gruelling job and 
particularly gruelling job conditions have an opportunity to retire 
when physically they may be deteriorating, differently than some- 
one who isn’t working in law enforcement. Is there a model in the 
Federal Government that — a model retirement system that you 
think is more appropriate? 

Mr. Konczos. Basically, two of the options we have looked at is 
either have the officers contribute more on our end and maybe 
have the department add a little bit more. We have 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. More contribution from the officers 
and more 

Mr. Konczos. Yes. We have also had a meeting with Terry 
Gainer this morning and we discussed maybe the possibility of 
compressing our pay scale. At its current rate right now, at year 
21 and 26 we get a substantial increase. But if this pay scale can 
be compressed, say just off of the top to, say, 15 to 20, this would 
give officers more time to invest in the Thrift Savings Plan and 
other options they may have. And there are other current retire- 
ment systems called the LEAP, which is Law Enforcement Avail- 
ability Pay. And with that, 25 percent of our basic salary is added 
in their retirement. It reduces overtime and that 25 percent is ac- 
tually included in the retirement. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. Chief Morse is going to 
testify in front of the Subcommittee in the next 2 weeks. Are there 
any issues that you think from a workforce perspective are impor- 
tant for us to raise with him? 

Mr. Konczos. We have had a few wishes which we believe that 
the department might not be using the resources to the best advan- 
tage. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And those are issues that you prefer 
to raise 

Mr. Konczos. I would rather raise them privately because they 
deal with security issues. 

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS POLICE MERGES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. No problem. We can do that. And just 
lastly, how does your union and your fellow officers assess the tran- 
sition of the Library of Congress officers and 

Mr. Konczos. Eor the most part, I have gotten positive feedback. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Erom the Capitol Police officers? 

Mr. Konczos. Yes. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And the former LOG officers as well? 

Mr. Konczos. Yes, except for the ones that were forced out due 
to age limitation restrictions. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Right, right. Obviously they wouldn’t 
be very happy. 

Mr. Konczos. No. And one of the things too, the gentleman that 
testified before me raised the issue of manpower, and we have been 
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addressing that over at the Library of Congress and we have hit 
a stalemate with that too. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Well, I look forward to spend- 
ing some time with you on those issues. Maybe we can even do that 
with Mr. Aderholt together so we can try to — Mr. Aderholt? 

RETIREMENT BENEFITS 

Mr. Aderholt. You mention in your testimony about the Thrift 
Savings Plan and some drawbacks on that and you mentioned in 
your testimony about the fact that a lot of people, or a lot of the 
officers coming in have student loans. What is it about the Thrift 
Savings Plan that you would like to see changed? I need to clearly 
understand what the problem is. 

Mr. Konczos. I believe the problem is if I was hired under the 
civil service plan, I would be putting — I believe it is 7% percent of 
my retirement. New employees under FEES only put in 1.7. So I 
don’t believe that there is enough funds being contributed by the 
employers and the employees. 

Mr. Aderholt. Under the current 

Mr. Konczos. Under the current system. 

Mr. Aderholt. Does this apply just to you all or does this pretty 
much 

Mr. Konczos. I believe it is most Federal agencies. Like I said, 
we did invite the officer to come here today just to stand witness 
to this, but we have one of the officers who apparently has applied 
for employment benefits and they won’t accept it because he was 
forced out at age 57 and had a drop in his salary. 

Mr. Aderholt. That is all I have. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Well, thank you very much. And 
thank your fellow officers for your service to the Congress and to 
the American people. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Konczos. Thanks for your time. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. With that, we don’t have any addi- 
tional witnesses to testify. And the Subcommittee stands ad- 
journed. 

[Clerk’s note. — The following statement was submitted for the 
record by the American Bar Association:] 
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Madam Chairwoman, Ranking Member Aderholt, Members of the Subcommittee: 

On behalf of the American Bar Association, I am privileged to submit this statement for the 
hearing record of February 25, 2010, concerning the Library and Law Library of Congress. 1 am 
M. Elizabeth Medaglia, Chair of the American Bar Association Standing Committee on the Law 
Library of Congress, and I am an attorney with more than 30 years of experience in the private 
and public sectors including the White House, U.S. Agency for International Development and 
the Department of Labor. For the purposes of this statement, 1 have been designated by ABA 
President Carolyn B. Lamm to express these views on behalf of the Association and I 
respectfully request that this statement be included in the hearing record. 

Preliminarily, the ABA urges full and adequate funding for the Library of Congress sufficient 
that the Librarian of Congress need not engage in unenviable budget rationing among its many 
responsibilities. As we appreciate that the Law Library remains part of the Library's overall 
budget, the most direct way to ensure the successful funding of the Law Library is to ensure full 
and adequate funding for the Library of Congress. 

We do want to make particular note of our appreciation of the Librarian's real and ongoing 
commitment beyond core funding for the Law Library to dedicate end-of-year surplus funds 
towards Law Library projects such as those mentioned below. As you will see, however, this 
vital support is unfortunately insufficient to address the scope of the need. 

Similarly, we recognize that this Subcommittee must engage in difficult funding decisions, itself, 
given limited federal dollars with which to work. However, unlike other programs within the 
Library, the Law Library was established by an independent act of Congress, representing in our 
view a countervailing responsibility to appropriators. We urge your consideration of this when 
considering the funding request for the Library of Congress versus other programs under your 
Jurisdiction. 

In this light, the ABA urges your support for the following two projects for which the chronic 
lack of adequate funding continues to erode the quality of the Law Library’s vast collection. If 
not adequately funded now, there will be an increasingly more expensive problem to fix in the 
future. 

First, the ABA urges your support for eliminating the backlog of nearly 600,000 volumes 
that remain unclassified and out of reach to all but expert staff. With over 2.65 million 
volumes, the Law Library of Congress is the pre-eminent collection of law in the world. To 
manage such a vast and exacting collection, the Law Library had helped develop the model K 
classification - a system in use in law libraries worldwide as the standard for the efficient 
organization of legal knowledge. However, this system has yet to be fully implemented in the 
Law Library of Congress, itself. Given the size and complexity of the collection, this represents 
an issue of substance, not merely form. Until the volumes are properly classified, they can only 
be accessed effectively by specialized staff. As these staff may leave or retire, these volumes 
become increasingly out of reach. 

Despite ongoing work and a substantial reduction in the backlog over the past several years. 
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some 590,000 volumes remain unclassified under the K system. In FY 2009, $250,000 was 
dedicated to this project by the Librarian of Congress from funds remaining at year’s end. This 
support will help the work continue through September 30, 2010. However, even if this support 
were made available annually and the rate of progress remains steady, it is estimated to take 
twenty years to complete. 

Accordingly, the ABA and the Library of Congress have been discussing other strategies to 
address the backlog, including the prospects of raising private funds. Another proposal, which 
we support, is included as part of the William Orton Library Modernization and Improvement 
Act, H.R. 2728. If enacted, the bill would authorize a special appropriation of $3.5 million to 
provide the staffing necessary to complete the classification project in just 10 years. This 
legislation was approved by the House July 30, 2009 and awaits action in the Senate. We look 
forward to the possibility of testifying next year in support of this appropriation. 


Second, the ABA urges your support for converting the deteriorating backlog of 5.3 million 
pages of official legal gazettes to more durable microfilm. When governments make formal 
announcements and declarations of law, they publish them in a legal gazette. Recognizing that 
these publications have a legal significance that will last for decades but are printed on a medium 
that only lasts a limited number of years, the Law Library of Congress in 1970 adopted 
microfilming as the preferred method of their preservation and archival. After a 24-year 
partnership with the New York Public Library to microfilm international legal gazettes. New 
York withdrew public funding for this project in 1 994 in light of the then-troubled state 
economy. Consequently, a backlog of gazettes grew. Despite the conversion of some 6 million 
pages for microfilming by the Law Library over the past three years, and another 2 million new 
pages converted thanks to Library Services’ assistance, some 5.3 million pages of legal gazette 
backlog remains. The state of many of these publications is cause for serious concern as they 
can literally crumble in the hand. The Law Library estimates that just over $2.2 million will be 
required to eliminate this backlog within three years. Again, the Library of Congress recognized 
the importance of this project and committed $210,000 of end-of-year surplus funds, which 
should help reduce the backlog by as many as some 400,000 pages. Clearly, this is an 
unacceptable pace to resolve this issue before the loss of these important publications. Given the 
state of the gazettes, this project only becomes more serious and expensive in time. It is 
necessary that Congress appropriate sufficient funding to the Library of Congress to allow it to 
commit the necessary resources to this project while still respecting other needs. 


The ABA Standing Committee has been a proud supporter of the Law Library during our formal 
relationship of the past 78 years. That support has not been limited to the use of the Law Library 
by lawyers, but rather the education that the Law Library provides all as to the rules and laws 
which govern American life. Of course, as the Law Library collection has grown to the benefit 
of the Congress it serves, it has become an unparalleled collection of legal treatises and 
publications, worldwide. The magnitude of these priceless collections in both size and 
significance to our nation and to the world cannot be overstated. Their scope renders the 
challenges posed in their daily growth and administration unique. These are our national 
treasures and the funding required to keep them running at full capacity is a wise investment of 
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taxpayer dollars. 

We remain committed to service the needs of the Law Library of Congress, in seeking assistance 
for the challenges it faces, as well as in exploring solutions. Again, we urge your support for full 
and adequate funding for the Library and of the Law Library of Congress. 
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Wednesday, March 10, 2010. 


U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WITNESSES 

HON. LORRAINE C. MILLER, CLERK OF THE HOUSE 
HON. DANIEL P. BEARD, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 
HON. WILSON S. LIVINGOOD, SERGEANT AT ARMS 

Opening Remarks — Chair Wasserman Schultz 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay, good morning. I would like to 
call the meeting of the Legislative Branch Subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Appropriations, which is a really long name. 

This is our hearing on the House of Representatives, and each 
of the officers will read an opening statement. And this is our op- 
portunity to review each of your proposed budgets for this year for 
the House of Representatives. 

I appreciate the effort, given the tight economic situation that we 
are facing and the difficult fiscal year, that, at least in most cases, 
there was an effort to rein in the budgets and even not ask for as 
much as there was last year. So that is really incredibly helpful. 

We will have a number of questions for you after your state- 
ments. We are, you know, yet again facing a tight year, and we al- 
ways face a tight year, particularly in the Legislative Branch be- 
cause this is a gotta-have type budget as opposed to a nice-to-have. 
And, you know, I have consistently been focused on trying to make 
sure that we deal with the life safety and security issues; that we 
make sure, in the case of your budgets, that we take care of our 
staff, who are our most important assets. 

So we look forward to hearing from you this morning, and your 
full statements will be entered into the record. And after Mr. 
Aderholt, you can proceed with a 5-minute summary. 

Mr. Aderholt. 


Opening Remarks — Mr. Aderholt 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. Thank you. Madam Chair. Once 
again, it is an honor and a pleasure to be with you here this morn- 
ing for this hearing. I look forward to continue working in a bipar- 
tisan manner with this subcommittee, with you and the other 
members, to make sure we get the work of the House done. 

We certainly have our work cut out this year for us. As we go 
through this hearing process and begin to mark up the House bill, 
we will have challenges. And that will be, of course, very difficult 
as we try to fit all of the needs that are demanded by the House 
of Representatives and by the budget. But we will work through 
that. 
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That being said, I would like to join you in welcoming the officers 
of the House this morning. I look forward to hearing the progress 
that has been made over the past year since our hearing a year ago 
about their plans for the up and coming fiscal year. 

So, again, thanks for calling this hearing this morning, and we 
look forward to hearing our guests. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

And just to mve a couple brief highlights: The Office of the Clerk 
is requesting $^29.2 million, which is 2.26 percent below fiscal year 
2010. The Chief Administrative Officer is requesting $133 million, 
which is 1.9 percent above fiscal year 2010. And the Sergeant at 
Arms is requesting $19.6 million, which is a $10 million increase 
above fiscal year 2010, but that is reflective of the fact that the Of- 
fice of Emergency Planning, Preparedness, and Operations is fi- 
nally being moved over to the Office of the Sergeant at Arms, 
where it is more appropriately housed. And so $4.5 million of Mr. 
Livingood’s budget request is due to the absorption of that office. 

So, Ms. Miller, welcome. You can proceed with a 5-minute sum- 
mary of your statement. 

Opening Statement — Lorraine Miller 

Ms. Miller. Madam Chair, Ranking Member Aderholt, and Sub- 
committee Member Mr. Honda, it is always a pleasure to come be- 
fore you to give you an overview of our cumulative legislative work 
of the House and to give the subcommittee our justification for the 
fiscal year 2011 budget request. 

We have some ongoing and upcoming projects that I want to re- 
port on. For the 111th Congress, as of March 5th, legislatively we 
held 2,190 hearings. We had 991 roll call votes. In the second ses- 
sion of the 111th, we had 255 hearings so far, with 91 roll call 
votes. We have in the 111th bills and resolutions that were intro- 
duced, 6,254; bills that were passed in the 111th, 1,085. And public 
laws, we have 145 bills that were enacted into law; 103 of those 
bills were initiated by the House. So the Office of the Clerk sup- 
ports your legislative activities. 

As to the fiscal year 2011 budget request, our budget reflects the 
growing demand of the services provided by the Office of the Clerk. 
For fiscal year 2011, the Office of the Clerk is requesting a total 
of $29,299,000, a 6.6 percent increase over our fiscal year 2010 
operational budget. 

On the personnel side, we are requesting $23,284,000, which is 
a 5.4 percent increase over our fiscal year 2010 budget request. 
This includes a request for two new FTEs, which will be software 
development specialists that will help bring our FTE total to 263. 

On the non-personnel side, our request is $6,015,000, a 2.5 in- 
crease over last year. This will support some of our ongoing 
projects, which will include the electronic voting system, lobbying 
disclosure, record storage, and the House Library. 

As to our electronic voting system, I would like to thank the sub- 
committee for your generous support of our electronic voting sys- 
tem, EVS, upgrade project. As you will remember, in August of 
2009 our summary board displays were replaced with a denser, 
higher-resolution LED technology. We are moving forward with the 
replacement of the main display using the same vendor that in- 



119 


stalled the new summary boards. We anticipate the installation to 
take place later this year, contingent upon the House schedule. 
And we will continue to work with the subcommittee and the staff 
on the logistics and details of the installation. 

As to lobbying disclosure and electronic records, as a result of the 
Honest Leadership and Open Government Act, the Office of the 
Clerk implemented a new disclosure system. There are approxi- 
mately 5,000 lobbying registrant entities representing some 20,000 
clients currently registered with the Office of the Clerk. Further- 
more, there are about 15,000 individual lobbyists now registered in 
the Office of the Clerk’s new lobbying contribution system. 

The new law requires that each lobbying registrant, as well as 
each individual lobbyist, file a quarterly report with the Office of 
the Clerk disclosing certain contributions. In the second half of 
2009, we received over 50,000 electronically filed forms submitted 
to our contribution and reporting system. As a result, our office has 
added, with the subcommittee’s support, additional servers and one 
additional FTE to manage these additional responsibilities. 

Secondly, we are consulting with the Committee on Standards 
and hope to implement full electronic reporting of financial disclo- 
sure and gift travel reporting during the 112th Congress. 

Records of the House: In 2009, the archival staff processed 
3,150,400 official House records. In addition, the first large-scale 
transfer of electronic records was completed in 2009, and we had 
a committee that transferred all of those records of the 110th Con- 
gress, some 19.7 gigabytes, electronically. 

The Office of the Clerk is working with the AOC to find a suit- 
able space for a full and functioning library reading room. When 
the space is acquired, it will need to be retrofitted in order to func- 
tion as a state-of-the-art digital library. 

Our new projects: The Clerk’s Office has three new projects in 
fiscal year 2011 we would like to bring to the subcommittee’s atten- 
tion: HouseLive; Document Room shelving; and our Legislative 
Computer Systems server farm improvements. 

HouseLive is a new service the Office of the Clerk will be offering 
to the House community and general public. This new Web stream- 
ing video service will offer an online realtime video of the sessions 
of the House of Representatives. We started purchasing the equip- 
ment and software in fiscal year 2009, and the live service will 
begin as a beta project. 

Document Room shelving: During fiscal year 2011, the first of a 
two-phase project is planned to purchase and install a high-density 
mobile shelving system for the House Document Room. This new 
shelving is needed to help us increase existing storage capacity in 
the House Document Room, and the new shelving will help us pro- 
vide additional space to accommodate the increased materials in 
the House Library. The first phase will cost approximately 
$260,000. 

As to our Legislative Computer Systems server farm improve- 
ments, the funds will be used to purchase additional hardware and 
software to meet the increased demands on the Clerk’s server farm. 
More than ever, people rely upon the Clerk’s Web site for legisla- 
tive information and updates. Our Web site currently averages be- 
tween 300,000 to 500,000 hits per week, depending on the legisla- 
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live schedule. This number will certainly increase. And with that 
increased traffic and expanded information of the new services we 
are making available, we must work to ensure that our hardware 
and software meet the sufficient need. 

In closing, although our expenses have increased marginally, we 
continue to work diligently to contain the costs and to be wise 
stewards of the taxpayers’ dollars. We make every possible effort 
to negotiate the best price for the services and contracts by com- 
bining services and, when possible, looking inside, in-house to con- 
trol our costs. And please be assured that we will be vigorous in 
our efforts to control spending. 

In conclusion, I want to offer the Clerk’s semiannual report for 
your review of our entire operation. I thank the subcommittee for 
allowing me to testify and welcome your questions. 

[Ms. Miller’s prepared statement follows:] 
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The Honorable Lorraine C. Miller 
Clerk of the House 

Statement before the House Appropriations Subcommittee 
on the Legislative Branch 

March 10, 2010 


Madam Chair, Ranking Member Aderholt, and Members of the Subcommittee, I 
appreciate having an opportunity to provide testimony related to the operations and 
1^201 1 funding request for the Office of the Clerk. 

The Office of the Clerk has served the House effectively due in large part to the 
support and guidance of the Appropriations Committee. We have not only received the 
resources to meet its responsibilities to the House, but we have been entrusted to 
implement initiatives that will improve and positively impact the way business is 
conducted for many years to come. On behalf of the Office of the Clerk, I would like to 
thank the Subcommittee for its support over the past year. 

The Office of the Clerk oversees the operations of the House Floor and the 
support functions necessary to carry out legislative processes - duties this office has 
discharged faithfully and competently for more than two hundred years. As Clerk of the 
House for the past three years, I believe there is no higher calling than the support of the 
Members of the House and the day-to-day business operations of the U.S. House of 
Representatives. 

Please allow me to take this opportunity to highlight a few on-going projects and 
significant accomplishments of the Office of the Clerk. 

ELECTRONIC VOTING SYSTEM 

I would like to thank the Subcommittee for your generous inclusion in the 
FY2010 appropriation of $2,600,000 to upgrade the Electronic Voting System (EVS). As 
you know, the main display in the House Chamber was originally installed in 1976. In 
August 1987, the doors and wiring harnesses were replaced. In 2003, the vote indicator 
lights were upgraded to Light-Emitting Diode (LED) technology. Finally in December 
2008, the main voting displays were upgraded to add 20 new slots. As with any 
technology, age plays a major role in the increased risk of failure. 

In the current main display. Member nameplates located in the doors need to be 
manually rearranged whenever there is a change in membership. This is a time- 
consuming process and puts additional stress on the doors. As a result, the Legislative 
Computer Systems (LCS) group within the Office of the Clerk found an excellent 
alternative to upgrade existing display technologies. 
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In August 2009, we replaced the summary displays in the House Chamber with 
denser, higher resolution LED technology. This will permit more descriptive information 
to be displayed on votes in progress. We are working with the Parliamentarian’s office to 
determine what appropriate language should be put on these new displays. 

We are moving forward with the replacement of the main displays in the House 
Chamber. The same vendor that supplied the new summary displays is manufacturing the 
modules for the new main displays, and we anticipate that installation will take place 
later this year. We will continue to work with the Subcommittee and staff on the logistics 
and details of this request. 

HOUSELIVE 

HouseLive is a new service the Office of the Clerk will be offering to the House 
community and the general public. This web streaming service will offer an online, real 
time video of sessions of the House of Representatives. In addition, video archives of the 
111* Congress will be available that are searchable by keyword. The live service will 
begin as a Beta project on March 15. 

HouseLive will provide many new options for Members, including access to tools 
for creating video clips from House Floor speeches (such as video for use on other 
platforms such as their own website, web video player, YouTube, etc.). The service will 
include an automated podcasting service to turn video into audio. In addition, it will be 
possible to dynamically link items of legislation in a document to the related video. The 
new House Hoor video services will be integrated with our current legislative systems 
and management process avoiding the need for additional resources or a prolonged 
learning curve. 

This service will maximize transparency and will increase public awareness of 
legislative proceedings. In 1979, CSPAN created a new era of increased access to the 
House of Representatives through cable television. In the same way, HouseLive will 
provide broader access to the House of Representatives using current popular technology. 
The applications of the service will allow Members to use innovative options to provide 
legislative information to constituents and the general public. 

LEGISLATIVE INFORMATION MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (LIMS) 

The Legislative Information Management System (LIMS) is critical to the 
legislative operations of the Office of the Clerk. Major enhancements and improvements 
continued in this program in 2009. Major improvements were made to allow more 
efficient production and distribution of the Legislative Activity Guide (LAG). 
Additionally, substantial software enhancements were installed on the LIMS system 
which will allow us to proceed with the upgrade of major LIMS components. This will 
include modernizing the LIMS user interfaces and increased use of extensible Markup 
Language (XML) for data exchange with other legislative entities. Finally, major 
enhancements to the Executive Communications reports were completed. 
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We will continue to enhance the UMS system. We are entering into a contract 
with an outside firm to make needed changes to several critical LIMS components used 
by our Legislative Resource Center (LRC). Because of its wide use across the divisions 
of the Office of the Clerk and the House community, we plan additional improvements 
including an upgrade of development software used by LIMS and an increase of the 
capacity of systems that process and store legislative information. This is an on-going 
process that is beginning now and will continue into 2011. 

ELECTRONIC FILING SYSTEMS 

Implementation of the Honest Leadership and Open Government Act of 2007 
(S.l) continued to be a major focus of the Office of the Clerk in 2009. The new lobbying 
disclosure system was developed to allow individual lobbyists to file contribution reports. 
As a result, there are approximately 5000 lobbying registrant entities representing some 
20,000 clients currently registered with the Office of the Clerk. Furthermore, there are 
approximately 15,000 individual lobbyists now registered in the Office of the Clerk’s 
new lobb 5 dng contribution system. Additional servers and one additional FTE have been 
added to manage the additional responsibilities. Lobbying reports are due on a quarterly 
basis as opposed to the previous semi-annual reporting periods. The new law requires 
that each lobbying registrant, as well as each individual lobbyist, file a report with the 
Office of the Clerk disclosing certain contributions. Federal Election Campaign Act 
(FECA) contributions as well as contributions to presidential libraries, inaugural 
committees, and other funds used to pay for events for Members of Congress must be 
reported. In the second half of 2009 ione we received over 50,000 electronically filed 
forms submitted to the Contribution and Reporting systems. 

In addition to the success of the systems above, full electronic reporting of 
financial disclosure and gift travel reporting should be implemented hopefully at the 
beginning of the 1 12“' Congress. We are consulting with the Committee on Standards to 
determine what additional resources may be needed to implement this plan. 

LEGISLATIVE COMPUTER OPERATIONS 

In 2009 we procured a network data archiving solution in response to vastly 
increased data storage requirements. This will allow files that are not being actively used 
to be moved to an online archive area that is not associated with our primary network 
storage. This solution is scheduled to be brought online in the first quarter of 2010. 

We also began the process of replacing all of the computer workstations in the 
Clerk’s office as part of our regular 3-year replacement cycle. Additionally, we procured, 
configured, and deployed laptops to critical Clerk personnel to be used in the event of a 
campus-wide outbreak of the HlNl virus and emergency preparedness. The laptops will 
help to ensure that our business functions can continue by providing remote access to 
those staff most needed to support legislative business. 
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HOUSE PAGE PROGRAM 

The Page Program is a sacred responsibility of the Office of the Clerk. I am 
pleased to introduce Ms. Maria Lopez, the new Deputy Clerk of the Page Program, to the 
Subcommittee. Ms. Lopez comes to us from the Langley School in Virginia, and came 
aboard in August 2009. 

During last year’s summer session, the Page School developed an academic 
component. The initial effort was successful last year and we plan a more expanded 
version for the upcoming summer Page program. Under Ms. Lopez’s leadership and 
with the direction of the Page Board, we are setting a strategic course for the Page 
Program for the 2U‘ Century. 

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS 

The Office of the Clerk has continued to highlight the importance of Emergency 
Planning activities by working with staff from the House Sergeant At Arms and Chief 
Administrative Office to conduct alternative-chamber relocation exercises. In 2009, the 
Office of the Clerk participated in two successful off-site alternate chamber exercises that 
included the testing of our interfaces with the Secretary of the Senate and Government 
Printing Office. We also participated in the Eagle Horizon Exercise in May with the 
White House. The Office of the Clerk participates in periodic House and Senate Officer 
Meetings as well as the Monthly HiU Emergency Planners Meeting that include 
representatives from the Architect of the Capitol, the Government Accountability Office, 
the Government Printing Office, the Library of Congress, the Office of the Attending 
Physician, and the U.S. Capitol Police. Together this group has developed a Master 
Congressional Exercise Calendar for 2010. 


VACANT CONGRESSIONAL OFFICES 

During the 1 1 1® Congress, the House experienced eight vacancies (Illinois 5‘*', 
New York 20'*’, California 32"“*, California 10'*', New York 23*'* Florida 19'*', Pennsylvania 
12'*’ and Hawaii 1®'. In the 1 10'*' Congress, there were 14 vacancies due to the resignation 
or death of a Member. The administration of these offices is a statutory responsibility of 
the Clerk, requiring time and resources of the Office of the Clerk to ensure the 
appropriate operation and management consistent with public law and the Rules of the 
House. 


HISTORICAL SERVICES 

The Office of the Clerk, with the support of this Subcommittee, continues to make 
tremendous progress in fulfilling our support of the House’s archival, historical and 
curatorial needs. We are experiencing more committee and Member needs and 
responding to more inquiries and calls for assistance than in any previous year. The 
requests range from archival assistance to questions of historical precedence. I anticipate 
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our level of contact to grow in FY201 1, as we aggressively provide more historical and 
preservation services to Member offices. 

Official records of the House, under the Clerk’s care since 1789, continue to grow 
in size and complexity. Part of the FTf 201 1 request supports this important 
documentation of the House’s activities. In 2009, the archival staff processed 3,150,400 
official House records. This is the largest number ever processed in a congressional first 
session. In a harbinger of changes to come, this year the Clerk received the first large- 
scale electronic transfer of committee records. We have been preparing for this 
expansion for some time. The House Archivist and staff of the Center for Legislative 
Archives spent over a year in close collaboration with House committee staff to craft 
recommendations of organizing, transferring and preserving electronic records. These 
recommendations are flexible enough to accommodate the needs of different committees, 
and robust enough to ensure that these official papers will be available whenever they are 
needed by the committees and public for decades to come. 

Paper records are increasing, too, as the number processed this session attests. To 
provide for their care, we have undertaken the first expansion of the House’s archival 
storage in three decades. We are engaging in a major renovation of existing space will 
double our capacity to store recent records on site, while we are working with the 
National Archives to ensure that our long-term storage there keeps pace with the needs of 
Congress. To support this growth, in 2009 we hired a third professionally-trained 
archivist in the Office of History and Preservation. 

The Office of the Clerk provides guidance to Members about their records 
management, as well, following the dictates of H.Con.Res. 307, passed in 110'*' Congress. 
This resolution expresses the sense of the Congress encouraging Members to take all 
necessary measures to manage and preserve their congressional papers. As part of 
outreach efforts to assist Members, the archival staff consulted with 29 Representatives in 
2009, and anticipates that we will double that number in 2010. 

Demand for historical information, from House Members, committees, and the 
general public, continues to grow. The Office of History and Preservation published over 
125 new pieces of historical material in print and on the web in 2009. Thus far, we 
received over a million visits to our history web pages. Additionally, the staff responded 
to over 900 history questions from Members and constituents, more than in any previous 
year. Furthermore, 2009 marked the largest number of requests for historical 
presentations ever received by the Clerk, some 140 presentations. These requests are 
more than the previous four years combined. To accommodate the growth of historical 
presentations, we added an additional historian to our staff. 

Most prominent among the Office of History and Preservation’s recent historical 
projects is the 2009 launch of the House’s official oral history website. The oral history 
project is the fruit of an oral history program that began in 2005 and has over 100 hours 
of interviews with long-time staff. Some of the memories we’ve recorded are from House 
Pages from the 1930s and 1950s; former Clerk of the House Donnald Anderson; Irving 
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Swanson, the reading Clerk who took the roll call votes to declare war against Japan, 
Germany and Italy in 1941; and ABC news consultant, Cokie Roberts, a child of two 
former Members of Congress. The site features full text interviews; audio and video 
clips; biographies; images; and lesson plans. In its first month, it was the most popular 
history web site in the House. Four additional interviews are planned for publication in 
the next few months. 

The Clerk is the custodian of art and historical artifacts in the House. In that 
capacity, the curatorial staff coordinated close to 800 moves of artwork in 2009, the most 
ever in a first session of Congress. Five official portraits entered the House Collection in 
2009; former Speaker J. Dennis Hastert, former Appropriations Chairman Jerry Lewis of 
California, former Armed Services Committee Chairman Duncan Hunter of California, 
former Representative Shirley Chisholm of New York. 

The fifth official portrait of 2009 commemorates the service of Congresswoman 
Horence Kahn, a giant among the first generation of women in Congress. Representative 
Kahn represented San Francisco for over a decade in the 1920s and ‘30s and achieved a 
number of firsts: the first woman to serve on the Appropriations Committee, the first 
woman to serve on the Military Affairs Committee and the first Jewish woman to serve in 
Congress. This important addition to the collection was unveiled in April, in 
collaboration with your office. Madam Chair, and that of the Speaker. The portrait hangs 
in the second floor of the United States Capitol for all our visitors to see. To further 
inform the public about Congresswoman Kahn, the history staff launched a multimedia 
website about her heritage, life and career. 

CAPITOL VISITOR CENTER 

December 2, 2009, the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC) completed it’s first year of 
operation. It is the culmination of many years of oversight and support from this 
Subcommittee. The Office of the Clerk’s role in the CVC included Co-Chairmanship of 
the Capitol Preservation Commission, work on the exhibition and other educational 
elements, as well as scholarly review of all products being considered for the gift shops. 
With our counterparts in the Secretary of the Senate’s office, the curatorial staff has 
reviewed over 1,000 books and products, culling the appropriate from the questionable. 
Historical and curatorial staff in the office of the Clerk helped the CVC educators craft 
programming goals, informational brochures and educational materials. As the CVC staff 
moved from planning to operations in 2009, our involvement in providing advice and 
support for CVC exhibit and program staff has continued. The Clerk’s Office of History 
and Preservation staff continue to be the House’s experts on historical and artistic 
content, shaping the new material presented in the exhibit and the educational materials 
presented to congressional staff, teachers and students visiting the CVC. Working with 
CVC staff, seminars and training sessions were held for over 4,000 congressional staff 
and interns in 2009. We anticipate and welcome our continued support of the CVC. 
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SLAVE LABOR TASK FORCE 

During the 1 1 1th Congress, the Office of the Clerk was instrumental in working 
with the House and Senate’s Slave Labor Task Force to make recommendations to the 
Congress on how best to recognize the contributions of enslaved African Americans who 
built the U.S. Capitol. 

The task force convened in November 2007 and adopted recommendations that 
will ensure that every visitor to the Capitol will be made aware of the sweat African- 
American slaves put into the construction of the building. With the support of this 
Subcommittee, many of these measures have been adopted already, and others are in the 
works for FY201 1. Commemorative actions include the installation of one of the original 
building stones quarried by slaves, in or near the CVC and Capitol. In addition, we will 
continue our educational on-line exhibitions and teaching materials. Of particular note, 
staff anticipates the installation of commemorative plaques, to be placed on portions of 
the original Capitol walls on the House and Senate sides, where enslaved African 
Americans quarried them over two centuries ago. 

HOUSE LffiRARY UPDATE 

Under Rule n of the Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives, the Clerk of the 
House is charged with the responsibility of maintaining two copies of printed documents 
of the House, and the House Journal in the library for use by Members and staff. 
Historically, the Clerk has maintained a legislative and legal reference library since the 
Second Congress in 1792. Since the 104th Congress, library services are provided under 
the Legislative Resource Center (LRC). The House Library collections are located in 
three locations, the Cannon House Office Building, the Madison and Adams buildings of 
the Library of Congress. Presently, the House Library is a legislative, law and general 
reference library that provides information services to House Members and staff, the 
House Parliamentarian, House committees, legislative and general counsel, constituents 
and other government entities. 

The Office of the Clerk has a detailed recommendation for modernizing the 
library. First, the library needs to improve and preserve the collections located in the 
Cannon, Madison and Adams buildings. The book collections in all three buildings need 
to be evaluated for re-binding or digitizing. Currently the House Library is starting to 
digitize the House Calendar. Second, the Cannon and Madison libraries need an adequate 
ventilation system. A preliminary report has already been written on the Madison library 
with in-depth analysis on what books need to be preserved and what needs to be 
accomplished to make the environment healthier. The Architect of the Capitol (AoC) will 
work on the ventilation system at the Cannon and Madison locations. 

Third, the Office of the Clerk is working with the AoC to find a suitable space for 
a full functioning House Library Reading Room. When the space is acquired, it will need 
to be retrofitted in order to function as a state-of the art digital library. The Library will 
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need more databases, books, computer hardware and software in order to function as an 
admirable and valuable one-stop research facility that has its total focus on the U.S. 
House of Representatives. We are in the initial stages of development and in cooperation 
with the Architect of the Capitol will keep the Subcommittee apprised of progress and 
any future funding requests. 


FY2011 BUDGET REQUEST 

For fiscal year 201 1, the Office of the Clerk is requesting a total of $29,299,000, 
as modified to conform to the estimated cost-of-living adjustments. This is a 6.6 percent 
increase over last year’s operating budget allocation (not including the separate 
$2,600,000 EVS no-year allocation). 

Of this total, $23,284,000 is allocated for personnel costs and includes a request 
for two additional FTEs. This addition will bring our total FTE number to 263. The 
personnel increase includes annualization of the FY2009 cost-of-living adjustments, 
prorated FY201 1 cost-of-living adjustments, FY201 1 overtime costs, temporary 
positions, longevity and meritorious increases. This is a 5.8 percent increase over our 
FY2010 request. 

We are requesting two new software development positions within the Legislative 
Computer Systems division. Both positions requested are at the HS-10 step one level. 

As more of the applications designed and created in LCS are geared toward Web display 
and interaction, it is important to add developers who are strongly versed in web 
presentation, formal application development, and Internet security. Our current 
developers are acquiring more training in the areas of web presentation and security, but 
the workload in this area is only going to increase as more and more information is 
distributed and new technologies for reaching out to the public are implemented. 

The Office of the Clerk non-personnel request is $6,015,000. Within our non- 
personnel request, there are two major new expenses related to the increased need for 
document storage and archiving. During FY201 1, the first of a two phase project is 
planned to purchase and install a high density mobile shelving system for the House 
Document Room. This new shelving system is needed to: increase the existing storage 
capacity in the House Document Room; update the cumbersome and antiquated metal 
box system currently used; and address safety issues related to the height of the existing 
shelves. In addition, the new shelving would provide the House Library with additional 
space to accommodate their increased materials acquisition. Phase One of this project is 
anticipated to cost $260,000. 

The second major request is from the Legislative Computer Systems (LCS) 
division. LCS has requested funds to purchase additional hardware and software to meet 
increased demands on the Clerk’s server farm. More people than ever before rely on the 
Clerk’s web site for legislative information and updates. With the increased traffic and 
the expanded information and new services that are available on the Clerk’s web site, we 
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must work to ensure that our hardware and software are sufficient to meet the need. This 
is in addition to increased storage and archiving requirements. Storage needs are critical 
due to statutory requirements of public disclosure laws. Efforts are underway to make 
more use of electronic documents to mitigate the increasing physical storage 
requirements of paper documents. We are making progress on our storage capability, but 
may need to step up our efforts as the needs of the House become more demanding. 
These demands on our hardware and software are increasing at a much greater rate than 
we had previously anticipated so we must move forward to supplement our existing 
equipment and software. Overall, for equipment, LCS is requesting a $604,000 increase 
over the FY2010 request for all these items. 

Other major requests include: 

■ $ 1 ,000,000 for supplemental stenographic reporting; and 
• $747,000 for closed captioning for the House Floor proceedings. 

Although our expenses have increased, we continue to work diligently to contain 
costs and to be wise stewards of taxpayer dollars. We make every possible effort to 
negotiate the best price for services and contracts by combining services; finding every 
possible discount; and looking for tasks which can be performed in house to control 
costs. Please be assured we wUl be vigorous in our efforts to control spending. 

In conclusion, I want to offer the Office of the Clerk’s semi-annual report as an 
overview of our operations. 

As the Subcommittee reviews the projected FY201 1 budget request of the Office 
of the Clerk, please be assured that the increases are based on actual costs of providing 
the services needed to fulfill our stamtory obligation to the House. The Subcommittee 
can rest assured that the Office of the Clerk will continue to fulfill its obligations to the 
House. 


It is always a pleasure to appear before you to make the case for legislative 
operational support for the House. As you move forward, please know that the Clerk’s 
office is a cooperative, willing parmer. I would welcome any questions you may have. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Ms. Miller. 
And really, all the Members thank you for your commitment to the 
institution, as well as the individual Members and staff. 

Mr. Beard, you can proceed with a 5-minute summary of your 
statement. 


Opening Statement — Dan Beard 

Mr. Beard. Thank you. 

Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholt, Mr. Honda, I am pleased to appear 
before you to discuss the budget for the Office of the CAO. 

As the Chair mentioned, the budget request for the CAO for next 
year is $133 million, which is a 1.9 percent increase over last year. 
We are not asking for any increase in employee positions. Our 
budget reflects a commitment to enhancing information technology 
applications in security, increasing transparency, and a commit- 
ment to improving services to the Members. 

I would like to go through some of the highlights for you. First 
and foremost is in the area of information technology. We are re- 
questing $4.2 million to undertake a series of improvements in our 
information systems security efforts, as directed by the Speaker 
and the Republican leader. These improvements include enhancing 
our centralized patch management and improving laptop and data 
encryption. We are now scanning devices before and after inter- 
national travel. And we have blocked peer-to-peer software intru- 
sions into the system. 

In addition, the joint leadership will direct us to undertake a se- 
ries of actions to tighten cybersecurity protections over House pub- 
lic Web sites. We will be briefing the subcommittee next week on 
the actions that we will be taking as a result of the directive. 

On November 30, 2009, we posted the third-quarter statement of 
disbursements by the House, which is a document that consists of 
three volumes on house.gov. Subsequent copies, on a quarterly 
basis, of the statement of disbursements will also be put up on the 
Web. This action was taken to increase transparency of House ac- 
tivities and also to reduce the number of printed copies that we 
make of this document. 

The government contributions account for the House provides the 
funding for the House’s portion of current employees benefits, as 
well as benefit enhancement. In 2011, our request will fund pro- 
grams for the student loan repayment program, child care afford- 
ability assistance, and the tuition and professional dues reimburse- 
ment programs. The last two, we are working with CHA now to 
work out the final regulations for implementing these programs. 

We are requesting $2.5 million for the Speaker’s Wounded War- 
rior program. To date, the House Members have hired 30 wounded 
veterans. There are currently 50 funded fellowships, and 28 are 
filled and 22 are in process. The success of the program can be 
pointed out by two fellows who have moved on from the program. 
Scott MacDonald was hired originally by former Congressman 
Chris Shays in Bridgeport, Connecticut, and then subsequently re- 
hired by Jim Himes. He has now found a position with the Depart- 
ment of Veterans Affairs. And Ismael Vazquez, with Congressman 
Ciro Rodriguez, left the fellowship program in January to accept a 
position with the Department of Defense. 



131 


We are requesting $5.5 million to continue the next phase of 
House committee room upgrades for audio and videotape capabili- 
ties. To date, we have done 15 committee hearing rooms. The five 
remaining are currently in the design phase, with installation 
dates determined by the Chairs of the committees and by the avail- 
ability of funds. 

Our request for business continuity and disaster recovery in- 
cludes $1.8 million — and I wanted to highlight — to purchase soft- 
ware and hardware required to meet the directives of the joint 
leadership to improve the reliability of our IT systems. These funds 
will allow us to replace some aging equipment in our alternate 
computing center. 

Along with the Architect of the Capitol, we have been working 
to implement the Speaker’s Green the Capitol program. The pro- 
gram seeks to reduce our energy consumption by 50 percent over 
10 years. This is an aggressive goal, but we are pleased to report 
we have exceeded our 5 percent annual reduction in energy con- 
sumption each year for the past 3 years. 

We also have under way a House-wide effort to consolidate com- 
puter servers that has dramatically altered our main data center 
by consolidating 300 CAO servers into 30 high-capacity servers. 
Energy consumption has been dramatically reduced in the data 
center. These energy savings have enabled us to provide a new 
computer server hosting program for 162 Member offices. 

In the past year, my staff, along with the Architect of the Cap- 
itol, has conducted more than 225 My Green Office consultations 
on the House campus and 130 district office consultations across 
the country. The goal of these consultations is to have every office 
commit by the end of this Congress to implement 15 recommended 
best practices to save energy, water, and promote reuse. 

We have moved forward with our demonstration project effort in 
cooperation with the Architect of the Capitol, Lawrence Berkeley 
National Lab, and the Department of Energy. We have reviewed 
and ranked 40 proposals to demonstrate innovative energy effi- 
ciency and conservation technologies on the House campus. We are 
now awaiting authorizing legislation. No year funding provided 
during FY 2010 will cover the majority of the anticipated costs for 
fiscal year 2011. 

The budget request for 2011 will ensure we remain committed to 
our mission of providing sustainable solutions and maintain a level 
of commitment to providing Members with the quality service sup- 
port and business continuity that they deserve. 

I would be happy to answer any questions at the appropriate 
point. 

[Mr. Beard’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Testimony 
Daniel P. Beard 

Chief Administrative OfRcer 

U.S. House of Representatives 

Before the 

Subcommittee on Legislative Branch 
Committee on Appropriations 
March 10, 2010 


Summary 

Madam Chair and Members of the Subcommittee; I am pleased to appear before 
you to discuss the budget request for the Office of the Chief Administrative Officer 
(CAO). 

Let me begin by expressing my gratitude for your continuing support of the 
CAO’s office. We appreciate the Subcommittee’s efforts and look forward to working 
with you. 

Informatimi Technology 

Last summer, the Speaker and Republican Leader directed my office to undotake 
a series of improvements in our information systems security efforts. We are requesting 
S4.2 million in the FY’l 1 budget for information systems security. These funds will 
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enable us to implement the changes directed by Leadership. These improvements include 
enhancing a centralized patch management system that has closed almost three million 
vulnerabilities, and improving our laptop and data enoyption program to better protect 
mobile data from unauthorized access. 

We have fiirther enhanced our security program by implementing a secure 
configuration management program. This program improves protection of the House 
computer network by validating that each computer, server and printer is compliant with 
House security policy and technical standards. Currently, 85 percent of Member Offices 
are participating in this program. In addition, we improved security for the 8,500 
BlackBerry devices in use at the House by instituting a password policy, and scaiming the 
devices before and after international travel to determine if changes have been made. 
Upgrades to House firewalls have assisted in blocking peer to peer (P2P) software 
intrusions. In 2010, these efforts will extend beyond the House campus with security 
awareness training for District Office staff. 

These enhancements have significantly improved our security posture against 
increasingly bold and sophisticated hackers and other malicious users. 

In response to a January 2010 joint Leadership request to assess security for 
public-facing web sites, we developed additional security measures for Member and other 
House public wd) sites. We expanded the number of available web vendors and reduced 
the time required for development and publication of web sites. We will invest $1.2 
million in FY ’ 1 0 to execute this plan. Our FY’ 1 1 request will continue this initiative. 
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Chief Administrative Officer Budget Request — Fiscal Year 2011 

In addition to providing support for House web sites, CAO has beat centrally 
funding die acquisition of news and information services for Member and Committee use 
on the web and in print. We have an initiative underway to idoitify and contract for a 
range of optional news and information services for Members and Committees. We are 
requesting $1.1 million for the acquisition of diese news services and for various web 
support initiatives, inclialing the support and improvement ofHouse.gov, HouseNet and 
otho' web sites as tools for the public and House staff. 

We are continuing to work on campus-wide wireless access. Wireless access is 
now available to House employees and guests in the Longworth cafeteria and will soon 
be available in the Rayburn cafeteria. We anticipate installing as many as 750 wireless 
access points in Member and Committee offices over the next three years. These 
installations will make the current infiastructure more robust and accessible. 

Last fall, CAO launched Employee Express, a convoiient online system that 
allows staff to make dianges to health insurance. Thrift Savings Plan (TSP), TSP Catdi- 
Up and Combined Federal Campaign contributions. Employee Express is a self-service 
option that eliminates paper processing, making it a mote accurate and sustainable 
mediod for benefits processing. The next phase of this program will allow new House 
staff to make thdr initial benefit elections through Employee Express. 

In 2009, the Speaker issued broad instructions to improve the transparency and 
full disclosure of financial information to the public. On November 30, we posted die 
third quarter Statement of Disbursements (SOD) on House.gov, the first SOD to be 
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provided electronically. This has allowed us to reduce the printed copies of the SOD by 
approximately 220 sets. Additionally, as of October, all Manber offices and Committees 
can now receive their Monthly Financial Statements electronically. The electronic 
delivery mechanism saves staff time and resources as well as more than 85,000 sheets of 
paper each month. 

FinMart Financial Reports, a new web-based system allows offices to view and 
analyze financial and inventory reports as well as monthly payroll certifications. 
Information is available upon demand and can be downloaded and sotted in Excel. 
Training sessions for financial points of contact began in November through the House 
Learning Center. Another series of training sessions will be held this spring. 

The Member Centralized Services initiative consolidated the computer servers for 
1 50 offices by the end of 2009, significantly reducing the energy and resources required 
for computer operations. In October, the House’s mainfiame system was retired after 
more than 10 years of careful planning. This resulted in significant energy and efficiency 
savings. 

Student Loan Repayment Program and Other Benefits 

Govanment Contributions provides the fimding for the House’s portion of currait 
employee benefits as well as benefit enhancements. We recently centralized Transit 
Benefits, which are no longer charged back to each individual office. Benefit 
enhancements currently undo: development include a Child Care Subsidy Program and a 
Tuition Reimbursement and Professional Dues benefit. 
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Additionally, we have continued to oihance the benefits for House staff by 
increasing both the annual and lifetime caps for the Student Loan Rqtayment Program. 
The House’s student loan program now parallels the Executive Branch program with an 
armual cap of $10,000 in benefits and a lifetime cap of $60,000. In calendar year 2009, 
more than 3,000 House staff participated in the program. The FY’l 1 budget request to 
support this program is $15 million. 

Employing Our Wounded Warriors 

The current job market can pose formidable challenges to wounded veterans of 
the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. Many injured men and women returning from combat 
tours in those countries struggle to reenter the civilian workforce. The Speaker’s 
Wounded Warrior fellowship program is designed to address this issue. 

To date, House Members have hired 30 wounded veterans under this program, 
two of whom have since been hired by other federal agencies. There are curroitly 50 
funded fellowships; 28 are filled and another 22 appointments are in process. These 
veterans are developing valuable skills and experience so they can transition into full 
time employment in the House of Representatives or with otha- organizations. 

The success of this program is demonstrated by the two fellows who have moved 
on from the pro^am: Scott MacDoiuild and Ismael Vasquez. Scott was the second 
fellow to be hired and worked in the Bridgeport, Cormecticut office of former Rep. Chris 
Shays, and later. Rep. Jim Himes. In September 2009, he transitioned to a position as a ' 
Veteans Service Rqnesentative with the Dqrartmesit of Veterans Affairs. Ismael 
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worked for Rq). Giro Rodriguez; in January he accepted a position as an auditor with the 
Department of Defense. 

The Wounded Warrior Program demonstrates how job reentry and retraining 
programs should be structured to accommodate the thousands of service men and women, 
injured or not, who are expected to reenter the workforce as the conflicts in Afgjianistan 
and Iraq are evaitually brou^t to a close. 

We are requesting $2.5 million for the Wounded Warrior program. These funds 
will support the continuation of this program to accomplish the Speaker’s goals. 

Modernizing Our Hearing Rooms 

Since Fiscal Year 2002, House committee rooms have been undergoing audio and 
video upgrades through the Committee room renovation program. In this digital age. 
Members and their constituents have come to expect higher broadcast and recording 
quality and digital archiving and distribution capabilities. Because of this, we are 
requesting $5.5 million to continue the next phase of improvements that will link all 
rooms to the House Recording Studio. 

To date, 1 5 committee rooms have been upgraded. The ronaining five are 
currently in the design phase, with installation dates to be determined by the Chairs of the 
conunittees. 
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Ensuring our Bushiess Continuity and Disaster Recovery Capabilities 

My office continues to augment and enhance our ability to support Member mA 
District Office operations following disruptive events. We recognize the importance of 
Membm having the resources to save tfieir constituents when they most need help. Last 
year, we provided this tjqie of assistance to Members of the Texas and Louisiana 
delegations, and diis year we have provided critical office and techimlo^cal resources to 
Rep. Faleomavaega and his staff follotving the devastating tsunami that hit American 
Samoa. 

Our FY’ 1 1 request for Business Continuity and Disaster Recovoy (BCDR) 
activities includes $1 .765 million to purchase software and hardware required to meet the 
directives of the joint Leadership to improve the reliability of our IT systems. These 
fimds will allow us to replace equipment at our alternate conqruting centa. The new 
equipment will handle our current requirements for data management and provide critical 
redundancy in our systems to support the day to day operations of the House. As part of 
this effort, we will be installing Free Space Optics equipment which allows building-to- 
building laso* data transmittance and is an essential part of ensuring that our on-campus 
voice and data systems have redundant transmission capabilities. 

Green the Capitol Program 

The CAO and the Ardiitect of the Capitol have been working toward the 


Speaker’s goal of making the House campus a model of sustainability and omgy 
efficiency. Undw the Green the Ctqritol program, the House seeks to reduce its energy 
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consumption and water usage by 50 percent over a 10-year period. This is an aggressive 
goal, but I am pleased to report we are exceeding our 5 percent annual goal of reducing 
House energy consumption. Highlights of the program this year include the following: 

• A House-wide effort to consolidate computer servers has dramatically altered the 
House’s main data cotter. By consolidating 300 servers and supporting 
infrastructure into 30 high-capacity servers, energy consumption in the main data 
center has decreased from 500,000 watts of energy to 1 25,000 watts per hour. 

This translates into approximately $1,000 in energy savings every sin^e day. The 
savings realized in the main data center has enabled the CAO to provide a new 
computer server hosting service to Member offices. This hosting service reduces 
energy consumption in Member offices by transferring duties from in-office 
computer servers to high-capacity servers in the main data center. The hosting 
service also saves those offices MRA dollars otherwise spent on IT services. To 
date, more than 1 50 offices are participating in the hosting service. 

• The program has worked with sevoal CAO offices in support of the zero waste 
initiative. The House Office Supply Store now provides only 100-percent post- 
consumer recycled content paper. Assets, Furnishings and Logistics now recycles 
a range of materials from sawdust and wood scraps to carpets and drqres. 
Refurbishment and li^t touch-up work is now completed with biodegradable 
chrome-free leather and non-flammable, non-toxic substances. 


In the past year my staff has conducted more than 225 My Green Office 
consultations on the House campus and more than 130 District Office 
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consultations across the country. The goal of these consultations is to have every 
office commit - by die end of the 1 1 1 Congress - to implement 1 5 
recommended best practices to save aiergy, water and waste. By the aid of 2010, 
we expect to paform greening consultations for all Member, Committee and 
Leadership offices and all CAO and AOC offices. We will also provide 
consultations to at least one distria office in each of the 441 Districts. We have 
already saved at least $50,000 in reduced electricity and procuremait costs. The 
savings continue to grow. 

• We have decreased die House’s carbon emissions by more than 74 percait by 
purchasing renewable wind energy for our electricity needs, and by burning 
natural gas rather than coal at the Cqiitol Power Plant. 

• We installed a pulper to process food services waste to begin converting it into 
compost. More dian 500 tons of waste has been used in topsoil, some of which 
wait into the recent landsc^ renovation outside the Ford House Office Building. 

DcmoiistnitioB Projects 

Last year, we received initial funding for a series of energy consovation and 
sustainability projects. These projects include new ways of using enogy more 
efficiaidy, generating dectric power in a more sustainable manner and lowaing the costs 
of existing roiewable power systems. This program is being undertaken in cooperation 
with the AOC, Lawrence Berkeley National Lab and the Departmoit of Energy. We 
received nearly 40 proposals to demonstrate innovative enwgy efficiaicy and 
conservation technologies on die House campus. 
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The importance of this funding transcends the House’s need to acquire better 
energy-saving technologies. This initiative also directly supports Amaican companies at 
the forefront of green technology. By allowing these companies to showcase their 
developing technologies on Capitol Hill, the visibility of their respective industries will 
increase, fueling green job creation - a priority for both the Speaker and die President. 

Due to the length of time required for project selection, funding provided in 
FY’ 1 0 will cover the majority of anticipated FY’ 1 1 costs. We are requesting an 
additional $500,000 in the FY’ 1 1 budget to continue support of this program. 

House Food Service Programs 

A variety of actions have been taken within the House food service programs to 
provide top quality food and value to the entire House community. At the direction of 
the Subcommittee, we Worked with Restaurant Associates to create value meal packages. 
A number of tools have been used to keep staff informed of the value meal program 
including signage at the stations that are rurming specials, posting specials on the menu 
web page, and using Twitter to communicate specials and value meals. 

Transidon Activides 

Transition activities require funding for the operational activities related to the 


biainial Congressional Transition. We have three main areas that provide transition 
support: Administrative and Financial Services, Customer Solutions and HIR. InFY’ll 
we are requesting $2,664,000, which is a decrease of $243,000 fiom the FY’ 10 
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Appropriation. The balance of the funding for the 1 12*'' Congressional Transition was 
requested in FY’ 10. 

Closing Remarks 

The budget request for Fiscal Year 201 1 will oisure we remain true to our 
mission of “sustainable solutions,” and maintain our level of commitmoit to providing 
MembCTS with the service, support and business continuity they deserve. I would be 
happy to answer any questions you may have. 
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Opening Statement — Bill Livingood 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Mr. Beard. 

Sergeant Livingood. 

Mr. Livingood. Good morning, Madam Chairman, Mr. Aderholt, 
Mr. Honda, and Mr. Ruppersherger. It is an honor to he here this 
morning to appear before you to present the Sergeant at Arms 
budget request for fiscal year 2011. 

Before I can begin my statement, I would like to begin, as I have 
the last year or 2, by expressing my sincere gratitude to each mem- 
ber of this committee and the Members of the House for their past 
and continued support throughout the year. Your support and as- 
sistance enable us to provide a safer, more secure environment for 
Congress, staff, constituents and all the visitors we have here and 
world leaders. 

Events in 2009 remind us of the real threat from terrorism which 
we face in today’s world. It is still here; it has not changed. As the 
chief law enforcement officer of the House of Representatives, I 
continue to focus constantly on all aspects of security and life safe- 
ty. My office reviews emergency plans, schedules evacuation drills 
for the Capitol and the House office buildings. We coordinate ongo- 
ing security enhancements as necessary and work on a daily basis 
with the U.S. Capitol Police in order to ensure that the safety of 
Members, staff, and visitors remains at the highest possible level. 

Total funding for the Sergeant at Arms Office in fiscal year 2011 
is $19,623,000. This includes $9,800,000 for personnel expenses 
and $9,823,000 for non-personnel items. This amount also takes 
into account funding for the additional duties that the Sergeant at 
Arms Office will require to operate its new Office of Emergency 
Management, formally known as OEPPO, which was transferred to 
the Sergeant at Arms Office on February 1st, 2010. 

This is an overall increase of $5,669,000, or 40 percent, from fis- 
cal year 2010, including OEM’s budget. Excluding the OEM budget, 
the Sergeant at Arms overall budget request is $2,000 less than fis- 
cal year 2010. 

Personnel funding in 2011 is requested for salaries of 131 current 
employees as well as for expenses related to the request for three 
new FTEs. Of these three new FTEs, two will serve as Chamber 
support service staff, and they will be used in the CVC for visitors 
going to the Gallery; they will be used up in the Gallery; and they 
will replace some of the Senate people who have been helping us 
in the past in our House elevators that travel up to the Gallery, 
because they offered to help us as we didn’t have enough people to 
put there. So that would relieve that situation. Then the other FTE 
is in the Office of House Services, and that will be used to enhance 
communication with Member offices on their classified materials. 

I mentioned that OEPPO was transferred to us as the Office of 
Emergency Management on the 1st of February. And I just want 
to tell you that I welcome this opportunity and challenge and as- 
sure you that I intend to aggressively pursue the goal of assuring 
the continuity of operations of the House and safety of Members, 
staff, employees, and visitors to be a full-time job and will pay par- 
ticular professional attention to that. 
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And I particularly welcome the opportunity to work with the 
three House officers and the three of us working together, with the 
Senate and other entities in the House and Senate operations. 

In closing, I would just like to thank all members of the com- 
mittee for the opportunity to present our budget for fiscal year 
2011. And I remain vigilant and committed to ensure the safety 
and security of the Capitol complex and its occupants, while main- 
taining fiscal responsibility during these difficult economic times. 
As always, I will continue to keep the committee aware of my ac- 
tivities. 

At this time, I am happy to answer any questions about the 
budget or any other questions you may have. 

[Mr. Livingood’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Statement of the Honorable Wilson Livingood 
Sergeant at Arms, U.S. House of Representatives 
Before 

The Subcommittee on Legislative Branch Appropriations 
For the Office of the Sergeant at Arms 
Fiscal Year 2011 Budget Submission 

Good morning Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholt, and members of this Committee, i 
appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today to present the Sergeant at Arms 
budget request for fiscal year 2011. Before I begin my statement, I would like to express 
my sincere gratitude to each member of this Committee for their past and continued 
support throughout the year. Your support and assistance enables us to provide a safer 
and more secure environment for Congress, staff, visiting diplomats and world leaders, 
and the thousands of visitors who come to their Capitol every year. 

Events at the end of 2009, reminds us of the real threat from terrorism which we 
face in today’s world. As the chief law enforcement officer of the House of 
Representatives, I continue to focus constantly on all aspects of security and life safety. 
My office reviews emergency plans, schedules evacuation drills of the Capitol complex 
and individual office buildings, coordinates ongoing security enhancements as 
necessary, and works on a daily basis with the U.S. Capitol Police, in order to ensure 
that the safety of Members, staff and visitors remains at its highest possible level. 


Total funding requested for the Sergeant at Arms office in fiscal year 2011 is 
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$19,623,000. This includes $9,800,000 for personnel expenses and $9,823,000 for non- 
personnel items. This amount also takes into account funding for the additional duties 
that the Sergeant at Arms office will require to operate its Office of Emergency 
Management (formerly known as the Office of Emergency Planning, Preparedness, and 
Operations - OEPPO) transferred to the Sergeant at Arms on February 1 , 2010. This is 
an overall increase of $5,669,000 or 40.6% from fiscal year 2010. Excluding the OEM 
budget, the Sergeant at Arms overall budget request is a $2,000 or -.02% decrease 
from fiscal year 2010. 

Personnel funding in fiscal year 201 1 is requested for salaries of 1 31 current 
employees as well as for expenses related to the request for three new FTE. Of these 
three new FTE - two FTE will serve as Chamber Support Services staff in the Office of 
Chamber Security. 

Additional Chamber Support Services staff is needed to maintain adequate post 
coverage in the CVC, House Gallery, and House Floor. Chamber Support Services 
staff enable us to continue to provide the highest level of customer service to visitors 
and will further assist with traffic flow and wayfinding from the CVC to the House 
Galleries. Additionally, these Chamber Support Services staff will allow us to provide 
better post coverage on the House Floor to manage floor tours when the House is not in 
session. 


The remaining one FTE will serve as a Security Officer within the House Security 
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Office and will assist with the management and archiving of classified documents and 
data, in addition to assisting with briefings for Members and staff. 

The increase of $521 ,000 in personnel expenses is due not only to the staff level 
increase of three FTE but also to the standard budget calculations including cost of 
living adjustments, overtime pay, and longevity and meritorious increases. 

Non-personnel funding is requested to support the following programs: Member 
Services, Security Support, Administrative, and Miscellaneous. 

Funding for the Members Services program is not required in fiscal year 201 1 
due to the cyclical nature of our budget in which we request funds for new Congress 
supplies and materials (Member and spouse pins, Member license plates, staff parking 
permits, and identification badge supplies and materials) in even numbered fiscal years 
only. 

$596,000 requested for the Security Support program provides funding for 
Sergeant at Aims staff to advance and support off-campus events involving Members of 
Congress. Funding the Security Support program will all also allow continued contractor 
support in the areas of COOP planning and preparedness, as well as continued 
consultant services in the areas of threat mitigation, force protection, and counter- 
terrorism, Consultant services will also allow the continued review and advice on 
emerging security related technology. 
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$694,000 requested for the Administrative program will be used for the purchase 
of general office supplies, for the purchase of and maintenance of office equipment, and 
to pay for the use of telecommunications. Funding in the administrative program is also 
requested for the continued training and education of all Sergeant at Arms staff. A well 
prepared and trained staff is essential in the successful execution of all job 
responsibilities. Continued training for staff includes training related emergency 
preparedness, information technology, leadership/management, office administration, 
and customer service. The decrease in this program is due to the purchase of 
equipment - a new ID badging system - in FY 10. 

On February 1, 2010, the House Leadership, with the assistance of this 
Committee and the Committee on House Administration, transferred the functions of 
OEPPO to the Sergeant at Arms office. I welcome this challenge and assure you that I 
intend to aggressively pursue the goal of assuring the continuity of operations of the 
House and the safety of its Members, staff, employees, and visitors. 

The Sergeant at Arms Office of Emergency Management (OEM) is responsible 
for emergency preparedness programs, including the Office Emergency Coordinator 
(OEC) program. The OEC program centers on the identification of individual 
coordinators for each Congressional office, assisting them with the development of 
written office emergency plans, training of the coordinators and office staffs, and 
periodic exercises to measure the effectiveness of emergency plans. OEM also 
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conducts and coordinates relocation and evacuation exercises for the House, and is 
responsible for maintaining the House internal annunciator notification system. 

$8,533,000 requested for the Miscellaneous program will be used for OEM non- 
personnel expenses such as travel, ROD, printing needs, contracted services, office 
supplies and materials and equipment. 

One of the major OEM programs is the distribution, staging, inventory control and 
upkeep of the escape hoods. $5,500,000 of the Miscellaneous program funding 
requested is due the lifecycle replacement of escape hoods. The current supply of 
escape hoods has shelf life expiration dates beginning in March 2012. 

Mindful of the sensitivity of any request for any funding increase, I want to 
reassure the members of this Committee that these requests are designed specifically 
to enable the Office of the Sergeant at Arms to be more responsive to Members of 
Congress and the Congressional community - augmenting and improving services we 
offer. My goal, and that of each of my employees, is to ensure that we work together to 
support you and your staff. I think each you know how deeply I consider it an honor to 
serve this institution. 

In closing, I would like to thank all Members of this Committee for the opportunity 
to present the Sergeant at Arms budget request for fiscal year 2011. Know that I remain 
vigilant and committed to ensuring the safety and security of the Capitol complex and its 
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occupants while maintaining fiscal responsibility during these difficult economic times. 
As always, I will continue to keep the Committee aware of my activities. 

At this time, I would be happy to answer any questions about the budget request, 
or any other questions you may have. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. 

I have a question for all of you, hut we will start with Mr. Beard. 

COST OF FOOD IN CAFETERIAS 

Mr. Beard, we discussed at the hearing last year the really huge 
uptick in prices in the cafeterias. Restaurant Associates charges 
about 30 percent more for food than the previous vendor. And we 
had language in our bill — I don’t remember whether it was in the 
2009 bill or the 2010 bill — yeah, in last year’s bill, we discussed it 
at the hearing — so that you could take steps to make sure that af- 
fordable options were available for staff and for visitors to our cafe- 
terias. 

And I know that value meals were instituted subsequent to our 
hearing and subsequent to that language being in the Legislative 
Branch Appropriations bill. But the way the value meals have been 
instituted, it is one meal per day for the whole cafeteria. There are 
about 10 or 11 different stations. 

In order to make sure that there isn’t only one affordable option 
if that is not something that a staff person or a visitor likes or is 
interested in eating that day, I still think that there needs to be 
a push on Restaurant Associates to provide a larger variety of af- 
fordable options. Maybe a value meal at every station, maybe a 
value meal at a number of stations each day. 

But I don’t think they have gone far enough. And especially in 
these difficult economic times, and our staff already earn a deflated 
salary compared to if they were working in the private sector, what 
steps do you think can be taken to address that? 

Mr. Beard. Well, we have not looked at the possibility of offering 
value meals at each station. We would be happy to do so. The most 
important thing for you to understand is 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And the reason I am asking is be- 
cause I am still getting — we get a lot of complaints from staff. 

Mr. Beard. I get them, as well. 

Well, first of all. Restaurant Associates hasn’t increased their 
prices since October of 2008. And they ask on almost a monthly 
basis. We have monthly discussions, and they have been denied re- 
quests to increase their prices since 2008. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Good. 

Mr. Beard. But in the meantime, they have provided a 40-cent- 
per-hour wage increase to their employees under the union contract 
in December of last year and the year before. And it isn’t as if costs 
are going down. 

We are to the point now, it seems to me, where we have to look 
at some other options, and we have to look at some of those seri- 
ously. For example, our hours of operation, are they too long? That 
is a great expense too — and should we reduce those? My guess is 
people won’t want to do that. But whether or not we ought to re- 
duce the number of menu items. You know, in Longworth, we pro- 
vide eight or 10 different stations. The question is, should we spe- 
cialize and have only five or four? 

As we move down the road to consider other options, there is 
pain involved with each one of those options. And 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But I find it hard to believe that add- 
ing a few more affordable options for our staff than the one afford- 
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able option that is available now in the whole cafeteria is an either/ 
or proposition: Either we do something like that or we condense 
from 12 to five stations or we cut the hours back. That is — and, I 
mean, to be honest with you, last year you said you didn’t really 
know what could be done to address the expense of food in the Cap- 
itol. And when we put language in the bill, you were able to come 
up with something. 

So I don’t want to have to put language in the bill again to make 
sure that something is done. And I certainly don’t think it is appro- 
priate to suggest that we cut back on hours or reduce the choices. 
It seems very simple that there are some steps that we can take. 

I would be glad to sit down with Restaurant Associates and talk 
to them about it, if you don’t think it is something that you are 
able to address with them in any other way except reducing hours. 
But something has to give. They aren’t providing enough affordable 
options. 

Mr. Beard. Okay. Be happy to do that. 

[Clerk’s note. — A further explanation by the House CAO fol- 
lows:] 

In response to the Committee’s direction to develop specific proposals for reducing 
food service costs, the CAO directed Restaurant Associates (RA) to develop new con- 
cepts focused on creating more affordable options for the House community. There 
are 3 basic concepts in the program. 

MEAL DEALS — This program is designed to offer a variety of simple prepackaged 
sandwiches, side salads and desserts/snacks at very affordable prices. These items 
will be available in all House buildings and in the Capitol. On a daily basis RA will 
offer 5 sandwiches, 6 side items including a yogurt parfait and fresh fruit and 5 
small simple side dishes such as potato salad and macaroni salad. Pricing for these 
items will be as follows: 


Sandwiches $3.00 

Complex Side Salads/Desserts $2.00 

Small Side Salads $1.00 


$4.95 SUB PROGRAM — This prop’am will be offered in the Rayburn Deli and 
Cannon Cafe. The central item in this concept is an affordable $4.95 sub. RA is pro- 
posing a menu consisting of 6 standard subs offered daily along with a rotating 
daily hot sub. Each sub is $4.95. There is also a $6 Value Meal which includes a 
fountain beverage or milk. The focus of this program is to offer a favorite Hill menu 
item at a great price. 

“RED TAG GREAT DEALS” — This program revolves around reinvigorating and 
rebranding the meal package program RA has offered in the past. Although RA has 
offered meal packages in the past, it has been very difficult for customers to identify 
the meal deals at each station. The new program will feature an aggressive outreach 
program including new signage and props to support the new tagline “Red Tag 
Great Deals”. This branding will also be used to convey any limited time value offer- 
ings throughout the dining outlets. All “Red Tag Great Deals” will focus on bundling 
a primary menu item with a beverage. 

The CAO asked RA to implement a variety of other programmatic changes that 
provide value for customers while enhancing the overall food program. These 
changes include: 

• Cannon Cafe will offer a $6 meal package every day that includes either a ham- 
burger or cheeseburger along with French fries and a choice of milk or a fountain 
soda. The burger served at Cannon is reputed to be the best burger on the Hill. RA 
has developed a package price to further enhance the appealing nature and value 
of the burgers served in Cannon. 

• RA will be modifying the Value Meal station so that its offerings change daily 
rather than weekly as in the past. RA feels this change will offer more value-driven 
options each week. 

• In Longworth, RA will be revamping the wrap station menus to add some fresh 
new wrap choices to this already popular program. 

• As the local growing season approaches, RA will again bring in local farmers 
to Longworth to sell their produce directly to the House community. 
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To support this program RA has committed to launch an extensive marketing pro- 
gram that will include new taglines, signage, advertising, media releases and visual 
presentations. Additionally, they are developing a customer outreach program that 
will include focus groups and a strong emphasis on soliciting customer feedback on 
these new programs. 


HOUSE STAFFING AND DIVERSITY 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

In terms of the House compensation study, you know, the results 
were pretty disturbing. We are at, like, 7 percent African American 
chiefs of staff, 7.5 percent African American chiefs of staff; 7 per- 
cent, legislative directors; 12 percent, office managers; about 6 per- 
cent of legislative assistants are African American. And then if you 
look at Hispanics, the numbers are much worse, 2 to 3 percent, 4 
percent, 6.8 percent. 

What steps do you think need to be taken to, number one, edu- 
cate the potential staffing pool, both inside the House and beyond, 
about the opportunities that are available here so that — because I 
assume a lot of it is that there aren’t enough applicants. But be- 
yond the applicants, what do we need to do to increase the diver- 
sity in the leadership of the staff of the House and in the lower lev- 
els? Because we all know that that is a pipeline to staff leadership. 

Mr. Beard. Well, I think the first thing is to recognize that the 
House is a very decentralized institution. We have 504 separate 
employing entities, and each one hires according to its own set of 
rules and procedures. 

The House compensation study was done to try to provide the 
data and the background. We have some of the groups, such as the 
group that Mr. Honda has been involved with, that have been try- 
ing to reach out to those. Congressman Becerra has offered up the 
idea of an Office of Diversity and has been working with the lead- 
ership to try to put together a series of efforts. 

The Speaker has charged the Committee on House Administra- 
tion to come up with a series of steps that can be undertaken to 
try to address diversity issues in employment and hiring in the 
House. So, the main charge is going to be led by the Committee on 
House Administration. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Thank you. My time has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. Aderholt. 


ENERGY DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you, Mr. Beard. Thanks for your testi- 
mony this morning. 

Last year, when we had this hearing, your written statement in- 
dicated that you have sought proposals for energy demonstration 
projects, which were funded last year. And I understand by this 
year’s written statement that around 40 proposals have been ac- 
cepted. Is that correct? 

Mr. Beard. Were evaluated. Forty were evaluated. We have ten- 
tatively selected three. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Tentatively. We were under the impression 
that the program was tied to the Lofgren-Wamp bill, which is 
pending in the House. Is that what it is tied to? 
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Mr. Beard. It is. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. What authority do you have to move for- 
ward with the request? Because I understand that legislation has 
not been approved. 

Mr. Beard. Funding was made available subject to authoriza- 
tion, and so we have been waiting for the authorization bill to pass. 
The short answer to your question is: What authority do I have? 
We don’t have authority to award the funds and proceed until we 
get the authorization legislation passed. 

So these were no-year funds, and they will carry over to the next 
year if the legislation is delayed, however long the legislation is de- 
layed. 


DISTRICT OFFICE ENERGY CONSULTATIONS 

Mr. Aderholt. In your written testimony, it indicated that the 
staff had provided consultation for over 130 district offices across 
the country over this past year regarding the greening issue. And 
it is your hope to provide consultations to at least one district office 
in each of the 441 districts. Your testimony indicates there have 
been savings of at least $50,000 in reduced electricity and procure- 
ment costs, and the savings continue to grow. 

What is the cost-benefit analysis of the associated staff and trav- 
el costs projected with the savings of these district visits? And 
could you provide some analysis of that, or have you all looked at 
that? And then if you haven’t, could you have those records brought 
to us so we can take a look at them? 

Mr. Beard. Sure. We would be more than happy to provide that 
to you. 

We undertake district office consultations on two subjects. One is 
on Internet and IT security. We have a staff who have regularly 
gone out to district offices to advise them on how to improve the 
security of their IT systems. We have simply joined up those two, 
and we send out usually one individual, and try to hold group 
meetings. In other words, we went to the San Francisco Bay area 
and we had 12 offices meet. We set up meetings in Dallas and Ft. 
Worth and had about 10 offices there. And what we try to do is 
meet with them as a group. 

We are also using videoconferencing. There is a quarterly meet- 
ing that the Library of Congress holds for district offices. And we 
are now on their agenda and providing that information there. 

But I would be more than happy to go back and do the calcula- 
tions for you as to 

Mr. Aderholt. Yeah. Well, if you could provide the committee 
with the costs, including travel expenses, staffing, associated with 
these visits, just so we could take a look at it. 

I will go ahead and refer now to the other side of the aisle. 

[Clerk’s note. — A further explanation by the House CAO fol- 
lows:] 

The one-time cost to date (through April, 2010) to visit 155 District Offices is 
$73,855. The potential savings for the 16 greening business practices discussed in 
the consultation and what the office agrees to implement is estimated at $140,760 
annually for reduced electricity and procurement costs (assumes 100% participa- 
tion). These savings are calculated based on the 15 greening business practices that 
the District Offices agree to complete. Additionally, there are savings in electricity 
of approximately 534,060 kWh, waste reduction of approximately 323,610 pounds. 
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and C02 emissions (carbon dioxide equivalent) of 1,292,370 pounds. Each suc- 
ceeding year will have similar savings with minimal annual costs associated with 
the District Office outreach program. 

The Green the Capitol office is continuing to refine the best available way to com- 
plete the District Office consultations. To date we have used four different ap- 
proaches to reach District Offices: 

• Regional workshop consultation 

• District Office consultation 

• Video consultation 

• Quarterly Congressional Research Service District Management Institute 
presentation. 

To get each District Office started in the program it is important to meet with 
District Office staff that will be responsible for continued monitoring of the green 
business practices. The objective is to make one greening consultation to a staff rep- 
resentative from each District Office prior to the end of the 111th Congress. If this 
is achieved, the estimated savings, if all offices achieve at least the minimum of 15 
greening business practices, would amount to $267,240 (assumes 100% participa- 
tion), while the cost through December, 2010 is projected to be $136,274 (using aver- 
age for real costs through April 2010). 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Mr. Honda. 

Mr. Aderholt. And then I may come back later for some ques- 
tions. 


PASSWORDS ON BLACKBERRYS 

Mr. Honda. Thank you. 

A couple of quick questions, Mr. Beard. Recently we have just 
been required to have passwords on our BlackBerrys. And I assume 
that that is because of security and folks breaking into our security 
system. 

The question I had was, those folks that were contracted, aren’t 
they required to have and keep up with the technology and coming 
up with — what do they call that — a program, programming, so that 
things can be done more securely so that we don’t have to keep 
inputting our passwords every time you pick up a BlackBerry? 

I don’t want to seem lazy, but it is pretty irritating that every 
time I have to input my password in order to access my Black- 
Berry. Are you guys working with our vendors to have them come 
up with a program where we can get around that? 

Mr. Beard. I do not know of any efforts to currently do that. 

The recommendation to implement passwords on BlackBerrys 
came as a result of the intrusion that occurred last August. The 
Speaker and Republican leader asked for our recommendations as 
to how we could improve security. We sent recommendations up, 
and one of the directives that they provided to us was to implement 
passwords on BlackBerrys. 

Mr. Honda. I am sorry, who? 

Mr. Beard. The Speaker and the Republican leader. 

It was thoroughly debated with them that this was not going to 
be the most popular recommendation that would come out. But the 
feeling on their part and our part, as well, is that if you just leave 
your BlackBerry somewhere and somebody picks it up, they have 
all of your contact information, all of your personal information on 
that BlackBerry. And that is a risk to everybody here in the House 
of Representatives. 

Our system is only as safe as its weakest link. You know, we 
have had intrusions. A lot of our intrusions come as a result of 
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through district offices. And it is a very diverse, decentralized sys- 
tem that we have, from Pago Pago and Guam and the Northern 
Mariana Islands and Puerto Rico and all the 50 States. So it is a 
challenge to keep that security level high. 

The intrusion that we had in August, and the one we had in Jan- 
uary as well, point out the costs that are associated with these 
vulnerabilities. 

Mr. Honda. So we didn’t task our vendors to come up with a pro- 
gram to provide the security that we need, in spite of the fact that 
we have some folks who forget their BlackBerrys? 

Mr. Beard. We have tried every possible way to put the controls 
on at the enterprise level so that the individual doesn’t have to do 
it. For example, the peer-to-peer software, which was the reason 
why some documents were divulged from the Ethics Committee, 
was added to a machine a staff person. We now block that at the 
enterprise level, and it can’t be used by people on our system. 

We try wherever we can to block — to put controls at the enter- 
prise level so that it doesn’t make an effort for you. 

Mr. Honda. Peer-to-peer, using a PIN? Is that what you are say- 
ing? 

Mr. Beard. Peer-to-peer is a swapping for records and for music 
and other documents. 

Mr. Honda. On a BlackBerry? 

Mr. Beard. On a BlackBerry or on a computer, yes. And it is 
very common — you and I are too old. All the younger people in this 
room know exactly what it is. And it opens up your computer to 
access by just about anybody anywhere. And so the contents of 
your computer can be sent out to the Internet. That is what hap- 
pened in August with the individual that 

Mr. Honda. This is not a closed issue yet, though? 

Mr. Beard. Oh, no. It is not a closed issue. 

[Clerk’s note. — A further explanation by the House CAO fol- 
lows:] 

Just like a desktop computer is a tool for processing information, a BlackBerry 
is a device for processing email. The makers of these devices, along with third-party 
vendors, can and have created a suite of protections such as encryption to assist in 
securing the information stored on the devices. As advanced as the devices have be- 
come, they cannot tell if the person who is using them is actually authorized to do 
so. The only way to ensure that the person using the device is in fact the correct 
individual is to enable a protection known only by that person, such as a password. 
Using a password protects the device from a malicious or just a casual user from 
accessing information he or she should not have. 

EMERGENCY EVACUATION PLAN 

Mr. Honda. Mr. Livingood, I want to thank you for having put 
the staff together to discuss more fully the emergency evacuation 
plan and bringing in a speaker from the Pentagon. 

The Pentagon is a little bit different building, but the issues are 
the same: being able to make sure that our staff are safe, our visi- 
tors are safe, and that we find a way where we can guide people 
in and out of the building safely, choosing routes that are safe in 
real time, two-way communications. 

I look forward to further reports on this. It is something that we 
should be doing as we look at renovating all of our buildings and 
are doing one thing after the other. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You and Ms. McCollum have been 
real leaders on that issue. And I look forward to 

Mr. Livingood. And we are going to be presenting a plan, too, 
on each of these items we talked about, the four or so items, or 
five, and then keep looking at others too, not just stop with those. 

Mr. Honda. Somewhere along the line. Madam Chair, the leader- 
ship, at least at this end, should be brought up to speed so that 
they understand that this building also needs to be thought about 
in terms of safe evacuation procedures while folks are here. And it 
seems like we have a problem with the Senate side in terms of co- 
operation and coordination. But be that as it may, I am most con- 
cerned about our staff and our visitors. 

Mr. Livingood. And we are going to continue working on that, 
sir. And I will bring it to leadership, as you and I talked also. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Yes. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Aderholt. 

Oh, I am sorry. Why don’t we go through all the Members that 
haven’t asked, and then I will come back to you. 

Mr. Aderholt. Yes, let’s do that. Fine. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Ruppersberger. 

FOOD service contracts 

Mr. Ruppersberger. First, most of my questions will be to you, 
Dan. Because I think you all do a good job at what you are doing. 
I think the police department does a great job, they are very pro- 
fessional, and it continues to get better and better each year. 

And, Lorraine, you are not allowed to say 

Ms. Miller. Thank you. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. I am going to give you a compliment. Since 
you have been in your position, I think that you have really focused 
on service. And your style is you get things done, you get good peo- 
ple and hold people who aren’t doing their job accountable. And I 
think you have made a lot of good decisions in a lot of different 
areas, in our office management and the things that you deal with. 

The two areas I want to get into, Dan, and I keep bringing it up 
when I see you on the street, and that is the issue of food. And why 
I bring it up, because I like food. 

The key issue is, you know, we are only as good as our team and 
our staff. And we have good staff. And when our staff, that we can’t 
pay what we would like to pay — but they are working and they are 
dedicated employees, and they just can’t afford to eat every day 
downstairs. 

Now, I know there are issues of contracts and how long you have 
a contract and the other side has to make money. But I have 
known a lot of people in the food business, and there are some that 
do well and some that don’t. And I think you probably can’t do it 
pursuant to a contract, but we should probably have just one ven- 
dor like a Subway, as an example. Five-dollar foot-long, whatever. 
But that is important, because when you have that it gives options. 
I mean, they have passed the nutrition test, I think. But that gives 
options on where we need to go. So a lot of our people are either 
going out someplace else or they are brown-bagging every day. 

And I don’t know if you have a responsibility for this, but I think 
it is outrageous what is going on in the Capitol Visitor Center for 



158 


these families that come in and get a $9 sandwich. Now, maybe if 
that is not a part of your contract, we should pull it all together. 
Maybe more volume would be less cost. I don’t know. 

But I think that has become a public relations issue. This is the 
Nation’s Capitol. We want our students from all over the country 
to come here. And 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Will the gentleman yield? 

Just to follow up on the issue of the cafeteria in the Capitol Vis- 
itor Center, I was told when I inquired about the prices way back 
when the Visitor Center first opened why they were set so high, 
I was told it was because we were trying to discourage — they didn’t 
want staff eating at the Capitol Visitor Center cafeteria, that they 
wanted to reserve it for visitors, and that if they set — they set the 
prices higher deliberately so the staff would stay away, as if the 
distance of walking there wasn’t enough of a hassle to start with. 
I thought that would be a deterrent, without the bread crumbs, you 
know, leading you back to where you came from. 

But beyond that, they also — let’s say a staff person decides, okay, 
I am going to pay the higher prices, the food happens to be better 
in the cafeteria in the CVC than it is — and that is a matter of opin- 
ion. But from my own anecdotal survey, the food choices seem to 
be better and tastier in the CVC cafeteria than the ones we have 
in the rest of the complex. They won’t give a carryout container un- 
less you show that you have a staff ID. So if you want to bring food 
out — now, the argument is that they don’t want visitors eating in 
other parts of the Capitol Visitor Center. That seems easy enough 
to enforce without requiring a staff ID for a carryout container. 

But, you know, just the whole idea that we aren’t being staff- 
friendly when it comes to the care and feeding of our employees is 
really obnoxious. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. I agree. That is the issue, that more than 
anything else. We have to deal with that. We are seeing it. And I 
don’t know — how long is your contract with this food service com- 
pany right now? 

Mr. Beard. It is a 7-year contract. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. So what year are we in now? 

Mr. Beard. Third year. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Any modifications in there? 

Mr. Beard. Sure. We can modify it as we go forward with them, 
and we don’t have to wait 7 years, if there is something in par- 
ticular. We modify the contract several times a year for minor 
issues that we deal with. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. It is almost like you go on a train, it costs 
more money. So we would just say this. You can’t solve it here at 
the table. We are going to ask you to look at it. Try to get a Sub- 
way or someone that has the ability to be able to give the prices 
that we need, and then you have competition, and then you have 
other areas. 

I think also having a value meal — the value meals cost a lot, too, 
when you fill it up. I mean, you are spending over $10, $12, $15 
for lunch when you get your potato chips and your Coke or what- 
ever you are going to get. 

Mr. Beard. Right. Right. 
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Mr. Ruppersberger. We are finished with food now, okay? Do 
you get our message? 

Mr. Beard. Well, I get the message. The message comes through 
loud and clear. I do want to 

Mr. Ruppersberger. This is for employees, believe me. 

Mr. Beard. No, I know that. But I do want to supplement some- 
thing the Chair said. Look, this contract was negotiated before I 
got here. But it is not my understanding 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Okay. 

Mr. Beard. What? Oh, okay. No, you know, we have the ability 
to change it, should we so desire. But the pricing model for the 
CVC was not based on trying to discourage — as far as I know, not 
trying to discourage staff. It was based on, the pricing there would 
be the same as the pricing for any of the Smithsonian Institutions. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But it is actually much more expen- 
sive than the Smithsonian Institution, because we have checked. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Look at a Five Guys hamburger versus a 
hamburger here. 

Mr. Beard. Well, but Five Guys is different than 

Mr. Ruppersberger. It is not an apples comparison. 

Mr. Beard. No. And the pricing for the House and the Senate 
is lower, both the House and the Senate pricing is lower than the 
CVC. Now, it is not as an incentive to keep staff from going there. 
I just wanted to make sure that is the case. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Well, I was misinformed, then, when 
I required as to why the prices were different. 

COMMUNICATION IN CAPITOL AND CVC 

Mr. Ruppersberger. The other thing that is important, because 
it affects Members and their ability to communicate and also to 
vote — and you alluded to it in your testimony — is wireless access. 
I feel there are some areas that really need to be prioritized. The 
area of the Capitol cafeteria or the Capitol — what do they call it 
downstairs? The Capitol 

Mr. Beard. The Capitol Market, right downstairs? 

Mr. Ruppersberger. But there is an issue that there is no com- 
munication. And a lot of times, a lot of Members go there because 
you are there, you are voting, and then you don’t hear anything. 
And there is no — even a system. Our staff can’t communicate with 
us there if we go there. You know there is going to be a vote in 
half an hour, so you go downstairs. There is no communication. I 
think it is really a high priority to do something in there, or to get 
the staff there to notify Members on a regular basis every time 
there is a vote. We do that in committee hearings and whatever, 
but we have — I mean, I have missed a vote in there. It is my fault. 
But I just think communication is really important there because 
a lot of us use it. 

The other issue, those of us on the Intelligence Committee, when 
we go into our SCIF at the Capitol Visitor Center, you know, we 
can’t take BlackBerrys and we can’t take cell phones, so we have 
to keep them outside. Now, we have had — and I have asked the 
NSA to go in and make sure that we can have access in the hall- 
way so when we come out of the SCIF, we can get to our Black- 
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Berrys, look at it and go back in again, because of the communica- 
tion with our staff. 

If you could focus on — I don’t know, Mr. Livingood, if you are 
working the issue together — and see what we can do in that hall- 
way area. You have Admirals, you have CIA, NSA, they are all in 
there, and they can’t take any of their equipment. That hallway is 
very important for us to be able to communicate, come out, go back 
in with our staff. 

Let me ask you this. You talk about Rayburn cafeteria is another 
issue for Members. Mainly for the issue of votes, more than any- 
thing, trying to make that a priority. And I see in your testimony 
that that is going to be the next priority on access. 

How are we doing on the tunnel, when we walk through the tun- 
nel from Rayburn over to the Capitol? Have we improved that pret- 
ty well? 

Mr. Beard. We have, as far as I know. That portion, addressing 
it, has been resolved. 

And Mr. Livingood and I, with the help of the Chair, we now 
have an agreed-upon, step-by-step approach to improve BlackBerry 
access in the CVC, particularly the caucus rooms that are above 
the SCIFs. But it wouldn’t be a problem at all to add the hallway 
there. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. And I know it has to be certified by the 
NSA. 

Mr. Livingood. Yes, we will have to look at that with the intel- 
ligence community 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I guess I also wanted to tell you that, 
because of the sensitive nature of the issues that they are address- 
ing, we are going to have a closed-door briefing for the sub- 
committee on the plans and when that process will be imple- 
mented. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Can you make that Capitol cafeteria, what- 
ever you call it, a high priority? Because people 

Mr. Beard. Sure. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Thank you. I have to go to another hearing. 

[Clerk’s note. — A further explanation by the House CAO fol- 
lows:] 

The Office of the CAO is addressing this high priority initiative for wireless cov- 
erage and the following plan outlines these efforts. 

CVC House expansion space meeting rooms design 

• The National Security Agency (NSA) has provided a redacted radio frequency 
(RE) survey document to the House Sergeant-at-Arms (SAA). The House SAA pro- 
vided a copy to CAO and the Wireless Consortium representative (Verizon). 

• Verizon, House SAA and CAO are now working out specific design details and 
antenna placement issues. Draft design completion target is the end of April 2010. 

Approval and licensing modification 

• Draft design will then be reviewed and approved by CAO and House SAA. 

— Verizon estimates the project will take 3 to 4 months from this step. 

• The CAO and Wireless Consortium modify the current In-Building Cellular Li- 
cense to add the CVC House space. The approved design is an exhibit for the license 
modification. 

Installation and initial testing 

• The Wireless Consortium procures and installs the antennas, cabling and cel- 
lular support equipment. The CVC cell system is then placed into initial service. 

— The Wireless Consortium funds the entire project to this point. 

• House SAA coordinates a security review of the installed system and wireless 
coverage. 
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• Verizon is directed to modify the installation as necessary to meet security and 
coverage requirements. 

— CAO may help address modifications with Verizon. 

Capitol Market, Rayburn tunnel, other areas and hallway outside SCIF 
room 

• CAOAVireless Consortium will start Capitol design discussions after the CVC 
House side is completed. 

• At the request of the CAO, Verizon is looking into providing near-term, In- 
Building Cell/BlackBerry (BB) service in: 

— The Capitol Market 

— RHOB tunnel near the Capitol entrance 

• Other areas: 

— The CAO is working with the AOC’s Capitol Superintendent to build out the 
CapitoiyCVC In-Building Cellular “head end” room HVC-126. The head end is the 
nexus point for cabling and cellular control equipment. AOC has completed the de- 
sign and has the construction funding. This effort is expected to take two months 
(concurrent). The CAO is reaching out to the AOC to see when this can start. 

— An additional request to provide celVBB service in the hallway outside of 
House Permanent Select committee on Intelligence (HPSCI) CVC. House SAA dis- 
cussions with HPSCI raised some security concerns regarding this request. The hall- 
way area is problematic from a security point of view. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. 

NUMBER OF ROLL CALL VOTES 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Ms. Miller, you had mentioned in your testimony about the num- 
ber of roll call votes that had been cast this year. Now, what did 
you have the number down again for the first session of the 111th 
Congress? 

Ms. Miller. The first session of the 111th, 991 votes, roll call 
votes. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. What did you say? How many? 

Ms. Miller. 991 roll call votes, first session. 

Mr. Aderholt. How does that compare to the first session of the 
noth Congress? Do you know offhand? 

Ms. Miller. I believe it is a little lower. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Because I knew I had heard at one time 
that some of the votes historically have been cast and that 

Ms. Miller. Yes. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. So when you said those numbers, it re- 
minded me. 


HOUSE LIBRARY 

You mentioned about the modernization of the House Library. 
Could you give us an update on that, what the progress being made 
on that is? 

Ms. Miller. Sure. Well, for a number of years, the subcommittee 
has been very generous in helping us support trying to do a library. 
And what we were wanting to do is to make our library digital and 
focus solely on the House. We are not trying to duplicate anything 
that the Library of Congress does. 

For instance, we are working with the Archives legislative center 
that houses all of our records. I will give you a quick example. Dur- 
ing the health care debate, there was a staffer from the Ways and 
Means Committee who was looking for an old piece of legislation 
back in 1938 that had to do with health care. Well, subsequently 
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he had to fill out a form, we went to the Legislative Resource Cen- 
ter over at the Archives to get it. We found it out in the College 
Park center. Took them a couple of days to get it to him. 

What we are trying to do, though, is have new finding techniques 
that we could have found that much easier, make that information 
available not only to committees but to all House staff in a much 
easier, simpler format. And we think the library would be the por- 
tal. 

And one of the arguments against that is, well, why don’t we just 
make that available at every laptop for every staff person? Licenses 
are involved. That would be cost-prohibitive. We wouldn’t want to 
put that kind of expense. So we have purchased the licenses and 
we are about to do that, so that we can make that accessible. We 
would be the portal, the House Library would be the portal, and 
it would be available and accessible there. 

So we are moving. We have, over the last couple years, gathered 
a lot of Web sites and a lot of things, finding tools, that will help 
the library be the kind of digital place. We are not talking about 
a large place, but just enough to house all of this. 

HISTORICAL SERVICES — MEMBERS’ PAPERS 

Mr. Aderholt. One of the other things that was mentioned in 
your remarks was the historical services and how you worked with 
the archives in trying to make sure that Members’ offices keep 
proper records. What currently do you have in place for offices? 
With the amount of information and the amount of paper that 
comes through Members’ offices, as someone who values history 
quite a bit, I think it is important that we do try to archive as 
much as possible. 

Of course you can’t save every piece of paper that comes through 
a congressional office. But I think better training staff on which 
things to keep, which things to throw away would be very helpful. 

Ms. Miller. Right. 

Mr. Aderholt. Because a lot of times, we are so limited on space 
in our offices, the goal is just to throw it away and get it discarded. 
And I think sometimes there is a lot of valuable information and 
stuff that future generations could look back at and would find 
very intriguing when they are studying the operations of the 
House. 

And so I just wonder what process right now do you have to 
move forward in trying to train or try to give advice to staff on how 
to sort through this stuff for historical purposes? 

Ms. Miller. We have in the Office of History and Preservation 
an archivist for the House. We recently hired another assistant ar- 
chivist to help her. 

And what we do now, if there is a new Member coming aboard — 
we really focus on the new Members — we have 44 Members that 
have indicated that they will be leaving the Congress. So we have 
already sent them letters and offered archival services. Any Mem- 
ber, if they want it, we have kind of a guideline, a listing of things 
they should be looking for to preserve and things that they could 
discard. That is available to any Member now. 

But we are making the visits. So far, I think Robin Reeder, the 
House Archivist, has visited this year, well, 2009, about 130 offices 
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just to say, “This is what you ought to keep.” Especially if a Mem- 
ber dies, retires, or for some reason leaves the House, we offer our 
archival services to them from the beginning. 

So, with that and with the new Members coming in — and then 
we have targeted some Members who have been here quite a while, 
who have voluminous records. We have just proactively contacted 
their offices and gone in to talk with them. We have even had the 
opportunity to meet with the chiefs of staff to just give them an 
overview of what they should be looking for as Members try to fig- 
ure out what they are going to do with their records. 

So we have a package that is available for any Member’s office, 
and we are trying to proactively get that out. 

Mr. Aderholt. You mentioned that you focus in on a lot of the 
new Members that come in to try to give them information. 

Ms. Miller. Yes. 

Mr. Aderholt. One thing that you may want to consider doing 
that I think might be helpful is to reach out to older Members. I 
came in the 105th Congress, and I have actually talked to the ar- 
chivist and had them come over, but I think most Members don’t 
even know this exists. 

Ms. Miller. The new — our archivist in our office? 

Mr. Aderholt. People that have been here for several years like 
myself. People that maybe have not been here 30 or 40 years that 
have all of these records that you are talking about, but people that 
have been here for, say, 8 years, 10 years, 15 years, and to notify 
their staff and inform their staff of what is available out there. 

So, again, the new Members, I understand, are getting this infor- 
mation. But I don’t think, when we came in, we were ever informed 
of what we need to do. And so if you could try to focus on some 
of the mid-Members that have been here for, you know, say, over — 
whenever this program was implemented, going back a few years, 
I think it would be very helpful. 

Because, as I say, a lot of this information — ^you say when a 
Member retires or announces they are going to retire, you talk to 
them — ^but a lot of information has already been thrown out and it 
is already gone and it is in the garbage heaps and it has been de- 
leted from the computers. And so, there needs to be something on- 
going so the Members who are not ready to retire, but who on a 
day-to-day basis — and, again, it is not a criticism; I am just saying 
it is something I think we need to look at because I think there 
is a lot of information that would be very valuable for future gen- 
erations and for historical purposes that we would like to preserve. 

Ms. Miller. I agree with you. 

Mr. Aderholt. But with the amount of space that we have and 
what all goes on, I think a lot of it is thrown away that maybe 
could be preserved. And so 

Ms. Miller. I agree with you, and that is one of the reasons we 
are working with House Administration. They have been very help- 
ful in trying to incorporate some of these archival materials in the 
orientation for not only just new Members but for rank and file. 
And then, as we go to electronic records, that is why we are so in- 
terested in the Members trying to — the committees, in particular, 
submitting their records to us electronically, but the same kind of 
archival requirements are involved in that, too. So we hear you. 



164 


Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Thank you. 

RESPONSIBILITIES OE CURATOR & HISTORIAN 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

Just on the heels of Mr. Aderholt’s question, I wanted to just 
raise with you the issue we talked about in my office about the 
overlapping of the curator’s and historian’s responsibilities. It 
seems like there are a few different offices who have some respon- 
sibility for keeping historical records and artifacts. 

Can you describe the steps that are in the works or the discus- 
sions that are in the works about possibly combining those offices? 

Ms. Miller. Well, we try to work closely together. That is not 
only House and Senate — because Farar Elliott, who is our curator, 
works very closely with the Senate curator and the Architect of the 
Capitol. And we try to do this with the History and Preservation 
Office so we don’t duplicate efforts. And it is difficult. 

But I understand there is an effort afoot to try to restructure the 
Office of the Historian and to merge some of our efforts so we don’t 
duplicate. And so we really make a concerted effort not to dupli- 
cate, so that means we have to communicate a good bit together. 
So that is under way. And I think that you will probably hear some 
announcement from the leadership about it. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Just keep us informed as we go for- 
ward — 

Ms. Miller. Yes. Sure. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz [continuing]. Because we are obviously 
trying to be as efficient as possible. 

Ms. Miller. Absolutely. 

STUDENT LOAN REPAYMENT PROGRAM 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Beard, I wanted to ask you a few 
other questions. 

The student loan repayment program, you have requested an in- 
crease of $2 million for that program. And I appreciate your advo- 
cacy for benefits for the staff, but is that increase to expand the 
benefits or expand the number of people that qualify? 

Mr. Beard. Expand the number of people. We have the guidance 
now from the Committee on House Administration to provide up to 
$10,000 a year in the way of benefits. And we did take a reduction 
in that last year when the committee was looking for savings, and 
we would like to restore those funds so that we can make the ben- 
efit available to as many employees as possible. 

HEARING ROOM EQUIPMENT UPGRADES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. For the standing committee 
hearing room equipment upgrade requests, in the past you said the 
press has paid for the types of audiovisual upgrades that are being 
requested that at least cover their press coverage needs. Does your 
hearing room upgrade request refiect any anticipated contributions 
from the press consortium since it is directly related to meetings? 

Mr. Beard. The press consortium has only contributed money — 
or contributed and assisted in the House Radio/TV Gallery. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Uh-huh. But these upgrades are to 
connect them to the House Recording Studio, aren’t they? 

Mr. Beard. Yes, they are. But they have not in the past. And we 
have not received any funds from the press consortium or from the 
members of the radio and TV galleries, is what it would be. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Is that something you could consider 
exploring? 

Mr. Beard. We would be more than happy to work with the gal- 
lery staff and the committee that oversees the radio and TV gallery 
to see about the possible contribution of costs. 

[Clerk’s note. — A further explanation by the House CAO fol- 
lows:] 

A House resolution authorizing the acceptance of a gift from the Consortium 
would be needed to allow for the Consortium to pay for Committee Broadcast Audio 
Visual equipment or services in House buildings. If the Committee rooms are lo- 
cated in the Capitol, the U.S. Capitol Preservation Commission can accept a gift of 
funds. 

It is necessary to renovate the balance of the main hearing rooms to provide the 
latest audio/video technology with equipment commonality across all main hearing 
rooms. The remaining Committee hearing rooms are considered "hybrid systems" 
and do not meet the House adopted audio/video standards approved in 2004. These 
standards ensure a compatible infrastructure: equipment that can readily be sup- 
ported by the CAO, and connected to the House Media Center, Rayburn B313, 
where the hearing room cameras can be remotely operated for broadcasting. These 
Committee systems are starting to fail during hearings and will progressively wors- 
en until such time as an interim repair will no longer suffice. Renovated Committee 
hearing rooms will provide state-of-the-art audio and video technology that will give 
the Committee Chairpersons different options to broadcast their hearings. 

Remaining main Committee hearing rooms to be renovated include Oversight and 
Government Reform (2154 Rayburn), Budget (210 Capitol), Education and Labor 
(2175 Rayburn), Financial Services (2128 Rayburn), and Energy and Commerce 
(2123 Rayburn). 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. The other issue on the upgrades is, 
how many hearing room upgrades have been completed and how 
many are left? 

Mr. Beard. Fifteen have been completed. Five are left. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So this is beyond just the media? I 
know that the 

Mr. Beard. These are the actual committee rooms. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. The committee rooms themselves. So 
there are five left? 

Mr. Beard. There are five left. And it is an ongoing process, be- 
cause the first committee rooms that we did, we are going to have 
to go back pretty soon and upgrade that because of new develop- 
ments in technology, to improve the technology. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. All of the upgrades, in general, 
whether you are going back to the ones you first started or the 
ones that are remaining, would you call those necessities? Or if this 
were a tighter year and we needed to slow them down or halt them 
for a year, would the world come to an end? 

Mr. Beard. The world wouldn’t come to an end. I think you 
would have to deal with five 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Grouchy chairmen? 

Mr. Beard [continuing]. Grouchy chairmen. 

We do have alternatives. This program was zero-funded in 2010 
when we were looking for savings because we had carryover from 
2009. So we had essentially zero in last year’s budget. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Well, that is because you didn’t need 
it. 

Mr. Beard. We didn’t need it, yes. But we want to finish the five 
rooms 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We are not in the habit of giving you 
money you don’t need. 

Mr. Beard. The directive I received from the leadership was fin- 
ish at least one room for every committee as soon as possible. So 
that is why we have been moving on the agenda that we have. 

But if we did not fund those, we would then have to use what 
we call crash carts, which are the carts out in the hallways that 
you see during the hearing, and there is somebody in there, you 
know, working it. We can use crash carts. 

Do we purchase crash carts? 

Yes, we purchased an additional two in FY09 to add to the three 
we already have. And we would have to purchase crash carts, and 
then there is a higher labor cost associated with using crash carts. 
We use temporary employees. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Staff corrected. You got a million dol- 
lars for upgrades last year. 

Mr. Beard. Did we? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Yeah. 

Mr. Beard. Okay. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So, obviously, crash carts are not the 
preference. We want to eventually work towards making sure we 
upgrade all the hearings rooms because, obviously, the access to 
the public is better and the information that the Members can get 
is better. But I am just, you know — we are going to be hunting for 
savings. 

Mr. Beard. Right. 

OFFICE OF CONGRESSIONAL ETHICS LEASED SPACE 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. The Office of Congressional Ethics, we 
had — I just signed a reprogramming request to cover their ex- 
penses for their move to leased space. And I am confused because 
there is also $400,000 in the budget that you have requested to 
move them to leased space. So should that money be transferred 
to the Architect? 

Mr. Beard. I guess I am going to have to get back to you 

Ms. Perdue. Yes, we asked for it in our budget, but 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay, so we are not going to need to 
do both. It will be just one or the other. 

Ms. Perdue. Correct. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Mr. Beard. And I wanted to introduce, this is Kathy Perdue, my 
chief financial officer. 

[Clerk’s note. — A further explanation by the House CAO fol- 
lows:] 

AOC confirms that realignment of the OCE FYll lease request from the House 
budget to the AOC budget is anticipated during markup. The projected cost of the 
FYll lease is $268K. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Great. Thank you very much. 

I just am going to clear up — if you don’t mind, I am going to clear 
up my CAO questions, and then I will turn it back over to you. 
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Mr. Aderholt. Sure. 

CELL PHONE COVERAGE 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We went over the BlackBerry cell 
phone coverage issue, and we are going to have a closed-door brief- 
ing so you can bring us up to speed on that. But nearly every single 
day, Members complain to us about the fact that you go into a 
black hole when you are in the CVC expansion space and you are 
unable to be reached. 

Obviously, because we are holding more meetings in that room 
now that HC-5 is not available for several months, it is incredibly, 
incredibly difficult to be in no man’s land when you are in the ex- 
pansion space. So we look forward to hearing from you on the plans 
for that. And I know we don’t really want to go into a lot of detail 
on that at this point. 


WEB SITE SECURITY 

The last one I wanted to cover with you was Web site security, 
to go back to the issue that Mr. Honda raised. You mentioned in 
your testimony that you have an enhanced information technology 
security program that was launched by your office. And you said 
that that program validates that each computer, server, and print- 
er is compliant with House security policy and technical standards. 

And the concern that we have is that only 85 percent of Member 
offices are participating in that program. Is the program voluntary, 
or is it just that you haven’t gotten to all the offices yet? 

Mr. Beard. The program is both. The program is voluntary. We 
have 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. How can a security program be vol- 
untary? 

Mr. Beard. We have adopted in the House the approach that we 
try to encourage Members to participate in our programs to the 
maximum extent possible. We have avoided, if you will, the direc- 
tives that you must comply. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But we did require them to — we 
passworded everybody’s BlackBerry as a requirement. 

Mr. Beard. We did. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So how are we choosing which secu- 
rity is voluntary and which isn’t? 

Mr. Beard. The decision as to whether or not to participate in 
the program is made in consultation with the Committee on House 
Administration and with the leadership. 

But, in this particular case, the 85 percent I think is — participa- 
tion by Members is approximately 95 percent. We chose to work 
with Members first. Some of the servers in the CAO haven’t been 
moved over yet. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But a security system is only as 
strong as the weakest link. 

Mr. Beard. That is correct. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So with 15 percent of Members’ offices 
not participating, it is, you know, a very big opening that leaves 
us vulnerable. So I would appreciate, as I always underscore, that 
you remember that this is one of your oversight committees as 
well, and that in working with House Administration that you also 
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work with us, so that we can coordinate the decision-making on 
that since we have to fund it. 

Mr. Beard. Okay. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. That would be great. And can you fol- 
low up with us on that? 

Mr. Beard. Yes. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

[Clerk’s note. — A further explanation by the House CAO fol- 
lows:] 

The CAO has a certification and accreditation program that requires adherence 
to security policy for Member, Committee and Leadership offices. Part of the pro- 
gram employs Secure Configuration Management as a central service to maintain 
compliance with policy. Secure Configuration Management is a program that allows 
the CAO to proactively ensure Member office, Committee and Leadership IT assets 
are in compliance with House Security publications and policies. The technical con- 
trols within the program provide a continuous audit of IT assets. Some Member, 
Committee and Leadership offices have deployed an independent system specifically 
to meet security policy. We are expanding the central Security Configuration Man- 
agement service as we progress through policy driven the two-year audit cycle. 

THIRD-PARTY VENDORS 

And then the third-party vendors, the issue of third-party ven- 
dors hosting Members’ Web sites. The security failures that we 
had, at least one of them, through a Member’s Web site was from 
a private vendor, correct? 

Mr. Beard. That is correct. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So what are the rules for Members to 
select vendors? And are there security features that are required 
for vendors to provide when a Member goes outside the House 
backbone? 

And I know you can’t go into specifics about security information, 
but obviously that is another weak link. If Members are continuing 
to be able to use private companies to host their Web sites, do they 
all have the same very secure protocol that we have in a House- 
sponsored Web site? 

Mr. Beard. I think the best way to describe the current situation 
is that we are in a catch-up mode. The questions that you asked 
me were addressed to me in a letter from the Speaker and the Re- 
publican leader February 1st. I have sent them our recommenda- 
tions. They are currently evaluating those, but I have been told 
they will have an answer as to what they want to do in the next 
few days. We have scheduled with the subcommittee a briefing 
next week to discuss that internally. 

I think the short answer to your question is any Member can 
pick any Web site designer that they want to. They then come in 
here and bring in the design work and so forth, and then we have 
to work with them at that point. There aren’t any standards that 
Members have to achieve. In many cases. Members wanted to use 
a local 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. There are no security standards? 

Mr. Beard. There are none. Once they get here, we then tell 
them what they have to do to live to our standards. But in terms 
of, have we — and that is one of the corrective actions that we want 
to take in this area so we will be able to go through with this. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Well, I will look forward to 
hearing more about it in the briefing next week. Thank you. 

[Clerk’s note. — A further explanation by the House CAO fol- 
lows:] 

At this time, Members may select any vendor they wish. However, security poli- 
cies are in place and apply to all web vendors. These policies include a requirement 
that all vendor servers be located in a House data center. In order to install a server 
in a House data center and operate a Member site, the server, web tools and code 
are subject to complete audit and must be in compliance with all applicable security 
policy and regulations. 

The phased plan to protect House public websites includes hosting of vendor 
websites on House-provided servers and providing a site development environment 
for vendors to use to design and build new sites. Because the existing security re- 
view process is a barrier to entry for many companies that cannot afford the effort 
necessary to pass the audit, providing a hosted environment increases the number 
of vendors available to Members, and the cost and time to complete new web sites 
will be significantly reduced. At the same time, the industry standard hosted envi- 
ronment improves security over Member websites and provides for greater control 
over the vendor websites for CAO Information Security staff if an issue does occur. 

The plan also calls for the development of procurement guidance for Member of- 
fices in the selection of web vendors, including recommended contract language. 
Clear guidelines for working in the House environments will be available for pro- 
spective vendors. 

Proposed Four-Phase Plan for Proteeting Member and House Publie 
Websites 

• Phase I — ^All web vendors will be required to accept enhanced security proce- 
dures. CAO Information Security monitors for suspicious activity. 

• Phase II — Initiate hosting of existing vendor websites onto House servers. De- 
velop procurement guidelines for Web vendors. 

— Establishes a secure industry-standard operating environment with recovery 
protections for Members 

— Provides additional controls over server administration and compliance with 
security policy 

• Phase III — Develop House-wide web standards for public websites to include the 
operating environment, database, content management system, and development 
tools. Provide vendors with a site development platform. 

— Improves security posture by focusing hardening efforts on an industry stand- 
ard set of tools, and associated maintenance and update procedures 

— Improves recovery time for websites 

— As the standards will include open-source tools, this will allow a greater num- 
ber of vendors to participate, reducing costs to Members and making it easier for 
Members to switch vendors as they choose 

— Significantly reduce the time to develop, undergo security reviews and publish 
websites 

— Improve the scalability of the website to accommodate large volumes of web 
traffic 

• Phase IV — Migrate existing House websites to the new environment 

— Includes House.gov and Member and Committee sites currently run by the 
CAO 

— Will be completed over time, on a schedule that works for each affected House 
Office 

Mr. Aderholt. 

Thank you very much. 


HOUSE ID SYSTEM 

Mr. Aderholt. Mr. Livingood, last year this committee funded 
a new House ID system. And I just wanted to ask you about the 
status of that and that conversion that is taking place and how 
that is going. 

Mr. Livingood. The system that you are talking about, the new 
ID badging system 

Mr. Aderholt. Right. 
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Mr. LrviNGOOD [continuing]. Is currently, as of today, being in- 
stalled and configured. We expect the new system to be on line at 
the end of next month, end of April. 

Phase two of the project will include an online request for offices. 
And that means from your office you can input to the House ID Of- 
fice requests for a badge and all the information of that individual 
that you would like a badge issued to. The date for the implemen- 
tation of that phase is the end of August, this year. 

We have looked at — just for information, we have looked at the 
Government Printing Office to assist us in mass production, like 
the AOC, of their IDs. And the way we would have to do that is 
to have a CD filled out with all their information, which is very 
feasible, and send it to them. And they can mass produce the 
badges the same way we are doing, the same system, and have it 
back in 2 days. So we are looking at that. 

The problem with doing all of the badges is taking the pictures, 
and it would take a little more time — most of the staff need a 
badge fairly quickly when they come. 

Mr. Aderholt. Will all this conversion and new House ID sys- 
tem be ready for the 112th Congress? 

Mr. Livingood. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aderholt. And at what point do you expect that to be in op- 
eration? Will it be right up to the point of the next Congress? 

Mr. Livingood. We start in early summer with staff offices and 
get the pictures up to date. That saves us quite a bit of time. And 
the current information, addresses and whatever. We then start 
producing some of those badges right then. Then we start AOC 
early, people like that that we know aren’t going to change much. 

With the Member offices, as I said, we start some of those early. 
But then again, right after the elections, we are in full force. And 
it takes us 3 or 4 months to complete. We have been trying each 
year to make that — and we have been very successful, meaning a 
month or 2 at a time, we have been able to increase the time frame 
when they would be finished. And we are going to continue to do 
that. 

And this new badge system will help with that. Plus, it has an 
ability to print smart cards, if the day ever comes when we are 
going to need smart cards. There are some offices, district offices, 
that are in Federal office buildings and will probably need us to 
print their cards in a smart card format because that is what they 
are accepting at those GSA buildings. And someday we may. We 
have the ability to do that. 

Mr. Aderholt. This new ID system, what is one of the things 
that will make it better than the old system? What do you see as 
the 

Mr. Livingood. It is a better, clearer, more distinct picture, 
which can be done quicker. And it has this conversion ability so we 
don’t have to start from scratch again, which we are going to prob- 
ably need someday and we will need in certain cases, for certain 
offices. 

Mr. Aderholt. All right. Thank you. 

STAFF ACCESS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thanks. 
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I just have a couple questions for you, Mr. Livingood, and then 
I will he finished. 

I am struggling, as one Member, to figure out what is the con- 
sistent policy for staff access when walking with a Member to the 
Capitol because, depending on the door and depending on the time, 
depending on the entrance, it is different, every day of the week, 
every hour of the day. I mean, I have experienced different direc- 
tion at the east door than I have at different times during the day 
when I am racing to a vote and walking with one of my staff and 
going through the Cannon tunnel. 

I completely understand that we need to have more restrictive 
access to the Capitol. But we don’t have consistent enforcement of 
that. And when you are bobbing along, trying to get through your 
day, and you are clotheslined at a door that some days you have 
access with staff and some days you don’t — well, that is what it is 
like — and some days you don’t, it is frustrating and it impedes the 
progress of your day. 

I understand we have to be focused on security, but we also have 
to focus on consistency so that Members and staff and visitors don’t 
constantly have to readjust to different people’s directions. 

So can you explain the policy, number one? And, number two, 
can you — and I will follow up with Chief Morse on this, as well — 
follow up on making sure that the policies are consistently en- 
forced? 

And, thirdly, particularly when it comes to Cannon tunnel, if are 
going to now have a policy going forward of staff has to go through 
the magnetometer in every instance, then the second magne- 
tometer, particularly as we enter the spring break season, has to 
get opened up. And we need to move one of those officers from the 
front door of the CVC to that spot, like we did last season, so that 
they can get things moving. 

Mr. Livingood. First of all, I am very aware that there are in- 
consistencies because I hear it from Members and staff in the secu- 
rity screening process. 

The policy is that all staff entering the Capitol are required to 
go through the mags whether or not they are with a Member of 
Congress. I have reviewed this with the Capitol Police officials. 
Chief Morse, and reiterated that there is no change in the current 
policy. But there are inconsistencies, as you said. 

Our officials have started reminding already as of about 3 or 4 
weeks ago, Capitol Police Officers regarding the screening process 
and it may not have gotten everywhere because I am aware you 
have to do it more than once, but they started addressing the offi- 
cers at roll-call. And we are going to continue that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But can we also, while we do that, 
make sure — there needs to be another informational outreach to 
the Members. Because Members don’t know, and neither does staff. 

Mr. Livingood. And we have also — to answer that question, in 
the near future the screening policy will be sent to all offices and 
Members. In addition, we have asked the officers to be more 
proactive, and that is to pull people — if they are staff and we only 
have one mag, to move them up to the front. 
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The second thing is to, if there is a second mag, start manning 
that, as we did last year. We robbed Peter to pay Paul, as you 
know. But that is 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Why would you want to describe it 
that way? Because you have eight mags outside the CVC entrance, 
when it isn’t really most of the time necessary to have eight mags 
open at the CVC and one at the Cannon tunnel. I mean, we still 
have staff-led tours that come through there. That really lengthens 
the lines. So, between those two issues, it is going to be very impor- 
tant. 

Mr. Livingood. We are aware of it, and we are going to take ac- 
tion. We will let you see the policy when we are going to send it 
out. 


CAPITOL POLICE BUDGET SHORTFALL 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. That would be great. Thank you. 

And my last question deals with the really disturbing Capitol Po- 
lice budget shortfall. You know, when I became Chair of this sub- 
committee, Chief Morse had just become the chief a few months be- 
fore that in October. I took over the subcommittee in February, and 
he came on board in October. So I felt like he deserved a consider- 
able grace period to get things in order, to get the fiscal house in 
order of the Capitol Police. 

The grace period is over. I mean, I am done. It is inexcusable 
that we are still experiencing the ridiculous fiscal mismanagement 
that occurs in the Capitol Police. 

At least partially in their defense, they are not budget policy 
wonks; they are police officers. And that is their primary — pro- 
tecting us, keeping the Capitol secure is their primary mission. 

Is it time to just take the budget function away from the Capitol 
Police, not have it continue to be handled internally, and give it 
back to a legislative branch agency so that we can make sure that 
we have people who have that expertise and who aren’t distracted 
by other issues who are supervising their budget? 

Mr. Livingood. If I could just give you sort of a 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And I am going to take this up during 
their hearing also. 

Mr. Livingood. Yes, ma’am. I will tell you where we are today. 

I agree with you 100 percent, and so does the Capitol Police 
Board and the department, the chief, that we all realize the gravity 
of the continuing financial management issues within the depart- 
ment. 

Upon learning of the problem at a quarterly review period. Chief 
Morse, to his credit, took immediate action, got access to the issue, 
coordinated with the board, got a hold of them immediately, and 
developed a plan to address the problem, the current problem, and 
reviewed the underlying reasons behind the miscalculations 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But I have to find another $9 million 
now for their 2011 request because 

Mr. Livingood. I know. Because of that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Yes. And that is not going to be easy 
in this budget, the smallest budget of all of them. 

Mr. Livingood. The big thing we want is to make sure this is 
not going to be repeated. And what we did, the board provided the 
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Capitol Police their members with their financial and technical 
teams to review the budgets and came up with recommendations. 
And after an initial review of the situation, it appears the calcula- 
tion errors resulted from human error. And you have to call it like 
it is. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Well, that is just inexcusable. 

Mr. Livingood. I know. I agree. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Human error is unacceptable. 

Mr. Livingood. And maybe some lack of direct oversight. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Human error, one time. You know, 
human error by a different person, okay. 

Mr. Livingood. I am with you. I understand you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Repeated human error tells me that 
there is a systemic problem in that organization that seems to me 
to indicate that it is not something that they can continue to be 
able to be responsible for and still for me to consider that we are 
being good stewards of the taxpayers’ dollars. 

Mr. Livingood. And the chief has asked the inspector general to 
review the entire process, formulation, the execution for the 2 years 
that we are having problems 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Have you formulated an opinion yet 
on whether or not the Capitol Police should continue to be respon- 
sible for their own budget? 

Mr. Livingood. I have some ideas. I think we need to look at po- 
tential costs, servicing opportunities with other leg branch entities 
or with even qualified consultants who are familiar with Federal 
budgeting. And 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I am at the point where the legisla- 
tive branch bill will be removing the responsibility from the Capitol 
Police. 

Mr. Livingood. But what I would like to ask for, I would like 
us to wait until the IG finishes, which will be quick, and let us 
come to you with various options available. Because we feel your 
pain, quite honestly, too. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I am happy to review options. But 
just so you know where I am, I am at a point where I would have 
to be convinced that some other way, other than to keep the folks 
that I know, so I don’t have to wring my hands worrying about 
whether the budget is going to have a deficit or not, are going to 
handle this budget going forward. I am a show-me kind of person. 

Mr. Livingood. I think all of us are in agreement with you. We, 
the board and the chief and the department, have one object in 
mind, and that is to have the best budget formulation, and correct, 
and input from the Capitol Police. We will have to keep — no matter 
what we do, we have to make sure the police input is in there 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Of course. 

Mr. Livingood [continuing]. Heavily, whether it goes outside or 
not. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Whatever process is established. 

Mr. Livingood. And we started that when we put that one dep- 
uty chief in the CAO office. That is the reason we asked for that 
position, which you were so — everybody was very, very kind to give. 
And that is going to help. It is not the complete answer at all, but 
it is going to help. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Mr. Livingood. But we are committed, everyone, so that we 
don’t have this situation occur. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Well, I look forward to working 
with you to correct the really serious problems that are continuing 
there. 

Mr. Livingood. Yes, ma’am. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Aderholt, do you have anything 
else? 


USCP IG INVESTIGATION 

Mr. Aderholt. On the IG investigation, you mentioned it would 
he quick. What time frame are we looking at on that? 

Mr. Livingood. I don’t know. I can’t answer because I don’t 
know. 

Mr. Aderholt. Will it be expedited so that all the facts are avail- 
able to this committee before the markup? 

Mr. Livingood. I think we will have a lot more information be- 
fore maybe even the Capitol Police hearing. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. We need it before the markup. 
Before the Capitol Police hearing is essential; absolutely before our 
markup. 

Mr. Livingood. Okay. 


screening process 

Mr. Aderholt. One last thing on the security issues. A lot of 
times I have school groups that come into the Capitol Building. Is 
there a new screening process for visitors coming in, like if a Mem- 
ber brings groups into the Capitol, that is beyond what it normally 
has been? Is there any new process? 

The reason I ask that is I had a school group a couple of weeks 
ago that came through the door, I guess it was at the south door. 
And they had mentioned something about it was taking a really 
long time to get about 80 students through the security. Usually 
they walk through the magnetometers and they check that, but 
they were doing some kind of check where they take a swab of 
every student. And I didn’t know if that is a new policy that has 
been implemented. 

Mr. Livingood. That has been a continuing policy. 

Mr. Aderholt. So that has always been the case? 

Mr. Livingood. Yes, sir. And that is why we particularly request 
that they come through the south door. Some of the groups are 
large. I have 300, as you know, 50 

Mr. Aderholt. Yeah. The reason I asked that is it took about 
three times as long as it normally takes last week. 

Mr. Livingood. The main thing is to let us know ahead of time, 
if you can, and let us know how many. 

Mr. Aderholt. Yeah. Okay. Well, I didn’t know if there had been 
a heightened security that I hadn’t seen in the past. Because, usu- 
ally they walk through the 

Mr. Livingood. And occasionally there is. I mean, there is a lit- 
tle noise. A lot more doing a few more things if there is some addi- 
tional security information. And I don’t know when the period was. 
And it could be. 
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Mr. Aderholt. Yeah. Okay. We just, like I said — and I am like 
the Chair, the security we know is important. We are not trying 
to 

Mr. Livingood. I understand. 

Mr. Aderholt. But if there are new security provisions that are 
implemented or something, it would be helpful for us to know so 
we can let our constituents know, especially those large groups, 
that there is going to be an extra security precaution. 

Mr. Livingood. So they can come a little bit earlier or some- 
thing. 

Mr. Aderholt. Exactly. So if 

Mr. Livingood. And we really do try to accommodate every one 
of them, even on weekends. 

Mr. Aderholt. Yeah. I just had not remembered or seen every 
8th grade student that went through, that was swabbed and 
checked through that security in the past. And I 

Mr. Livingood. I just don’t want to talk about that particular 
one, but I can talk to you off line. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay, I don’t have any additional 
questions at this time. 

Mr. Aderholt. That is all I have. 

ADDITIONAL ASSIGNMENT FROM THE CHAIR 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I just have homework. 

Mr. Beard, your office is responsible for business continuity and 
the disaster response office, and Mr. Livingood’s office is now re- 
sponsible over the whole umbrella of the Office of Emergency Man- 
agement, which used to be the Office of Emergency Planning, Pre- 
paredness, and Operations, which was in the Speaker’s office until 
just recently. 

The Congress, particularly after Katrina, really fought hard to 
make sure that disaster preparedness and response were all 
housed in the same agency, FEMA, because we thought that made 
sense and was the best way to coordinate the effort of preparedness 
and response. So I want to make sure that we have the right for- 
mat here in the House of Representatives. 

So if you could provide a report to the subcommittee on what 
both offices do in general terms. Both of you, if you could coordi- 
nate on that report together. Include in the report any overlap that 
exists between the two offices. And also in the report I would like 
to know if and when these offices work together and how you co- 
ordinate your activities. Okay? 

Mr. Beard. Okay. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you veiy much. 

[Clerk’s note. — In response to the Chair’s Homework Question, 
the CAO and SAA provided a general overview of their offices. The 
response does not detail how these offices coordinate or do not, as 
requested. The Committee will publish a complete response once 
submitted by the House SAA and CAO.] 

The Office of the CAO is responsible for the effective and continuous delivery of 
almost every administrative and operational service to Members, Committees, and 
staff during and after any disruptive event. We have prioritized these services into 
Essential Support Services in order to give the Office of the CAO the ability to pro- 
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vide needed services regardless of the situation. Our Business Continuity and Dis- 
aster Recovery function (BC/DR) manages a portfolio program that allows my office 
to make the right decisions and manage limited resources under what is sure to be 
a difficult operating environment — all geared solely toward maintaining essential 
services to the House. 

In 2001, the CAO developed and implemented the portfolio based program we call 
the Continuity Assurance Program (CAP) — a comprehensive program to ensure we 
can provide the right resources, when, and how they are needed to support House 
Leadership, Members, Committees, and staff under any operating conditions, no 
matter the disruptive event. We have previously briefed the Leadership, other 
House Officers, the Subcommittee, and the Committee on House Administration on 
this program. 

In this BC/DR capacity, we are responsible for all operational and Information 
Technology Infrastructure for House-wide response capabilities to serve the Alter- 
nate Chamber, alternate House Office buildings, and the Member Briefing Center — 
as well as all direct services to Members and staff in Washington, DC and District 
offices (pa 3 Toll, procurement, food service, etc.). Additionally, since the CAO is re- 
sponsible for the House Emergency Communications Center, we provide those alert 
and notification messages needed to activate the teams responsible for setting up 
and activating these House-wide capabilities. Per a recent direction from the Com- 
mittee on House Administration, my office is also the lead office for the coordination 
of House-wide exercises for these House-wide capabilities (e.g.. Alternate Chambers, 
Alternate House Office Buildings, etc.). 

Because of the daily services my office provides to the Members and Staff in Dis- 
trict offices, we also maintain daily and constant situational awareness of the 
threats and hazards to the operational stability of every District office. We assist 
District offices in preparing for major disruptive events (e.g., hurricanes, floods, tor- 
nadoes) and assist with the operational recovery following events that damage their 
infrastructure (providing office equipment, computer equipment, and loaner commu- 
nications resources), and we do this every day of the year. When the aforementioned 
services must be augmented, our BC/DR operations are available to deploy on the 
ground to provide in-person support to Members and staff with dedicated capabili- 
ties, including our mobile communications resources. 

The role of the Office of Emergency Management vis-a-vis the CAO and Clerk’s 
Office has yet to be finalized. The office is in transition, and the exact nature of 
their duties will be worked out in meetings among House Officers and Joint Leader- 
ship. The goal in all these consultations will be to eliminate any possible duplica- 
tion, and to insure that all essential services are being provided by the appropriate 
organization. Each of the three House Officers is accountable for unique responsibil- 
ities in support of the Members, Committees, and staff, and we regularly coordinate 
on day-to-day issues. The recent transition of OEPPO to the HSAA OEM does not 
present a difficult challenge and should be finalized quickly. 

Over the years, my office has matured the Continuity Assurance Program and has 
successfully utilized our portfolio of resources to support recovery after disruptions. 
Our responsibility to ensure House recovery is something that is understood hy 
every employee throughout my organization. I am committed to continuing my re- 
sponsibilities, as assigned by House Leadership and this and other committees, to 
ensure the continuation of House Essential Support Services, whether on campus, 
at alternate facilities, or within District offices. 

With that, this suhcommittee stands adjourned. And we will re- 
convene next week for the next hearing. Thank you. 



QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 


CHAIR DEBBIE WASSERMAN SCHULTZ 


House of Representatives* FY 2011 Budget Request 


Office of the Chief Administrative Officer 

Honorable Daniel P. Beard, Chief Administrative Officer 

Office of the Clerk 

Honorable Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk 

Office of the Sergeant at Arms 

Honorable Wilson S. Livingood, Sergeant at Ar ms 
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Continued Problems with the Payroll and Finance Offices 



Average 5.5 years I’&B Experience 


Average 1 1 Months P&B Experience 


Yatal Department SlafTin); 


Staff that converted from 
Contractors 


House staff Moved to Other 
Departments 2009 - present 


Turnover Rate House staff 
(October 2009 - March 2010) 


■Average 6, 1 years l-C Experience 


.Average 7.55 Years FC Experience 


Contractors 


I otal Ifepartincnt Staflin)! lanel 


Contractors 
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Student Loan Repayment Program 


Question: How many staff participated in the program in FY 2009 and FY 2010? What is 
the expected use in FY 2011? 


ANSWER: 


Fiscal Year 

# of Participants 

2009 

3,026 

2010 (thru' 4/15/2010) 

2,679 

2011 Estimated 

3,050 


MRA 


Question: Please update the MRA table on page 511 of Part 2 of the Legislative Branch 
Appropriations hearing volume with the latest available data. 

ANSWER: 


MRA Actuals as expended by Members of Congress 

FY 

Personnel 
(Clerk Hire) 

Official 

Expenses 

Official Mail 

Total Actuals 

2005 

$376,939,038 

$128,087,311 

$13,683,953 

$518,710,302 

2006 

$391,899,093 

$143,492,532 

$32,017,681 

$567,409,306 

2007 

$400,566,593 

$136,077,354 

$16,015,274 

$552,659,221 

2008 

$408,595,097 

$155,164,193 

$32,791,062 

$596,550,352 

2009 

$424,778,707 

$148,961,604 

$16,582,754 

$590,323,065 
































180 


Question; Please explain the shift in funding in the MRA from official mail to 
communication technology? Is a program or service for Members pushing that change? 
Or is this an assumption? 


ANSWER: 

The assumption for the decrease in official mail funding follows the spending trends 
associated with the two years of the Congressional session. During the second year of a 
Congressional session when legislative activities increase, official mail expenditures are 
approximately 50% higher. There is a trend of increased spending on correspondence 
management systems (CMS) and computer maintenance plans as well as web 
development, web hosting and web services. The chart below shows an expenditure trend 
from FY 2008 to FY 2010. To be more specific, there is a 13% increase from FY 2008 to 
2009 on technology services. 


BOC 

FY2006 

FY 2007 

FY 2008 

FY2009 

FY2010 

(projected) 

FY2011 

(projected) 

2571 

$860,821 

$1,201,611 

$1,369,383 

$15,169,027 

$16,382,549 

$18,512,280.55 

% increase 


39.6% 



8.0% 

13.0% 

2572 

$1,839,685 

$3,992,158 

$4,530,999 

$5,102,417 

$5,510,610 

$6,226,989.71 

% Increase 


117.0% 


12.6% 

8.0% 

13.0% 

3118 

$15,258,439 

$15,237,929 

$15,932,275 

$4,344,630 

$4,692,200 

$5,302,186.45 

% Increase 


-0.1% 


-72.7% 


13.0% 



Technology 

$17,958,945 

$20,431,698 

$21,832,657 

$24,616,074 



%increase 


13.77% 

6.86% 

12.75% 

8.00% 

13.00% 


Food Services 


Question: Please update the tables on page 521 of Part 2 of the Legislative Branch 
Appropriations hearing volume with the latest available data. 
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Wounded Warrior 


Question: Please provide an update on the Wounded Warrior program, including the 
number of Fellows that were hired in FY 2009, the number of Fellows hired to date in FY 
2010, and the number of Fellows budgeted for in FY 2011. 


ANSWER: 


Wounded Warrior Fellows 

# 

Notes 

2009 new hires 

18 


2010 new hires to date 

12 

Current FTEs is 31 (2008 + 2009 + 2010). 
Projected rate of hiring is to be at 50 FTEs 
by September 30, 2010. Two individuals 
have left the program to date. 

201 1 FTE budget 

50 



Question: How much of the FY 2009 funding remains unobligated? 


ANSWER: 


Fiscal Year 

Budget 

Request 

Appropriated 
(no year 
funds) 

Balance 

Notes 

2008 

$2,500,000 

$ 

$ 20,916 

■BBH 

2009 

$2,500,000 

$2,500,000 

$1,978,331 

FY09 fimding moved 
forward to FYIO 

2010 

$2,500,000 

$ 

$ 


2011 

$2,500,000 
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Unobligated Balances 


Question; Please provide a table detailing the authorization, the enacted appropriations, 
and the unobligated balances (including the amounts that will go back to Treasury for 
deficit or debt reduction) for each of the House of Representatives’ accounts for the last 
five years. Please include an estimated amount for FY 2010. 
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Based on FY2010 EOY Projections as of 4.2010 based on YTD actuals as of 3.31.2010 
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1 One of three House Accounts with an authorization 
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Wednesday, March 17, 2010. 


FY 2011 BUDGETS OF THE GOVERNMENT ACCOUNT- 
ABILITY OFFICE, THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OF- 
FICE AND THE OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE 

WITNESSES 

GENE DODARO, ACTING COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED 

STATES 

DOUGLAS ELMENDORF, DIRECTOR, CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE 
TAMARA CHRISLER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE 

Opening Remarks — Chair Wasserman Schultz 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Good morning. Today we will hear 
from three of our legislative branch agencies: the Congressional 
Budget Office, the Government Accountability Office and the Office 
of — the OOC. I know them by their acronyms now, and before I 
never used to know their acronyms. So Office of Compliance is the 
third agency we are hearing from today. 

We will start with CBO. We are joined by Douglas Elmendorf, 
the Director of the Congressional Budget Office. We are also going 
to spend some time with the other two agencies going over their 
budget requests. 

CBO’s proposed budget for fiscal year 2011 totaled $47.3 million, 
which is a 4.7 increase above the fiscal year 2010 level. I want to 
remind the subcommittee members that the CBO was also a recipi- 
ent of $2 million in supplemental funds in fiscal year 2009 that the 
agency is using into the current year to support staff hires. We bal- 
anced that out once that happened in their budget in 2010. 

Dr. Elmendorf, we will have a number of questions for you, but 
your full statement will be entered into the record. After Mr. 
Aderholt, you will be able to proceed with your 5-minute statement, 
the summary of your statement. 

Opening Remarks — Mr. Aderholt 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. Madam Chair. 

I just want to welcome all of our guests here this morning to the 
committee and look forward to hearing from them regarding the 
fiscal year 2011 budget request. I think I have met with everybody 
before, but it is good to hear from everybody again this morning, 
and I look forward to your testimony. 

Opening Remarks — Dr. Elmendorf 

Mr. Elmendorf. Thank you. Madam Chair and Ranking Mem- 
ber Aderholt. I appreciate the opportunity to testify today about 
CBO’s budget request for fiscal year 2011. 

( 189 ) 
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CBO is celebrating the 35th anniversary of its founding this 
year. Since 1975, our mission has been to provide the Members of 
Congress and their staffs with information that you need to make 
effective budget and economic policy. In fulfilling this mission, 
CBO’s most important asset has always been its staff. We are 
about 250 people, mostly with Ph.D.s in economics or master’s de- 
grees in public policy. 

When I was an analyst at CBO 15 years ago, I was very im- 
pressed by the tremendous knowledge and deep commitment of 
public service of people at CBO. In the year and a quarter since 
I have been back at CBO as the Director, I have become even more 
impressed. This has been, as you know, a very challenging year for 
us, and we have produced hundreds of written cost estimates and 
reports, and had uncounted conversations with congressional staff 
about the analysis we are doing of proposed legislation and the 
analysis that we are doing of a large number of budget and eco- 
nomic challenges facing the country. In particular, as you know, we 
devoted a vast amount of time and energy to analyzing proposals 
for reforming the Nation’s health care and health insurance sys- 
tems. 

In all of that work, the people who are the Congressional Budget 
Office have maintained and enhanced CBO’s reputation as a pro- 
vider of analysis that is objective, insightful, timely and clearly ex- 
plained. 

Fiscal year 2011, we are requesting appropriation of $47.3 mil- 
lion, as the Chair said. I brought along some pictures to put that 
request in the context of the past few years’ appropriations. For fis- 
cal year 2009, you appropriated $44.1 million to CBO. That is the 
left-hand bar. Last year I came before you and requested $46.4 mil- 
lion. While that request was working its way through the appro- 
priations process, the Senate proposed a supplemental appropria- 
tions for CBO of $2 million. This was not our idea nor, I recognize, 
yours. It was intended to bolster, I think, our ability to complete 
health estimates more rapidly. Because that amount came late in 
the fiscal year, we spent just $300,000 in fiscal year 2009 and are 
spending the remaining $1.7 million in fiscal year 2010. That is the 
middle set of bars. 

With this supplemental money on the table, our regular appro- 
priation was cut back to $45.2 million. We entirely understand that 
the supplemental should not be a mechanism for CBO to have a 
permanently higher level of appropriations; however, we are con- 
cerned that if this year’s appropriations process begins from last 
year’s regular appropriations amount, which was reduced in light 
of the supplemental, then we might end up with a permanently 
lower level of appropriations. So in order to remove the distorting 
effect of the supplemental, our own perspective on this year’s re- 
quest was to begin with our request to you last year. Relative to 
that request, the $46.4 million, this year’s request of $47.3 million 
represents an increase of $900,000, or about 2 percent. 

Apart from the complications introduced by the supplemental, we 
view this year’s request as the culmination of a multiyear plan pre- 
sented to you 2 years ago by my predecessor to increase the size 
of the agency by roughly 10 percent. The goal as he described it 
to you was to enable CBO to better meet the needs of the Congress 



191 


for information and analyses related to health care, the financial 
system and a broad range of other policy areas. Indeed, the in- 
crease in staffing has been critical to our ability to provide suffi- 
cient analyses of health reform proposals, financial issues, and 
other topics in the past couple of years. 

Our aim now in completing this plan is to increase our FTEs 
from 254 to 258, roughly in line with the 259 my predecessor sug- 
gested to you 2 years ago. 

The following pages in the packet summarize the changes in our 
staffing during the past decade and since our founding, but I will 
not discuss those pictures specifically unless you have questions 
about them. 

[Clerk’s note. — Dr. Elmendorf presented the following slides 
during the hearing:] 
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One might wonder why we are not reducing our staff if essential 
rationale for the increase was the demand of analysis of health pro- 
posals. And the current cycle of health reform efforts seems to be 
drawing to a close one way or the other. One reason we are not 
doing that is that we think congressional interest in this subject 
will surely persist. If legislation is enacted, CBO will need to make 
regular budget projections for the new programs and will need to 
estimate the budget costs and other consequences of contemplated 
changes in those programs. If legislation is not enacted, and even 
if it is, CBO will surely need to respond to congressional interest 
and other possible changes to the health system. 

The other reason that our need for help staff is not declining is 
that our current staff level is simply not sufficient to maintain the 
quantity and quality of analysis that we have provided in the past 
year. The extraordinary pressure and 7-day-a-week almost round- 
the-clock workload over the past year will soon drive good people 
away and diminish the effectiveness of those who stay. 

In closing, I would like to thank the Chair and the Ranking 
Member and other members of the subcommittee for your strong 
support for CBO’s work in the past. Your support of our budget re- 
quest for next year would help us to continue to meet our respon- 
sibilities to the Congress to the high standards that you and we ex- 
pect. Our colleagues and I are happy to answer your questions. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Mr. Elmendorf. 

[Dr. Elmendorf s prepared statement follows:] 
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Madam Chair, Ranking Member Aderholt, and Members of the Subcommittee, 
thank you for the opportunity to present the fiscal year 201 1 budget request for 
the Congressional Budget Office (CBO). 

CBO’s mission is to provide the Congress with timely, objective, nonpartisan 
analyses of the budget, the economy, and other policy issues and to furnish the 
information and cost estimates required for the Congressional budget process. In 
fulfilling that mission, CBO depends on a highly skilled workforce. 
Approximately 90 percent of the agency’s appropriation is devoted to pay and 
benefits; the remaining 1 0 percent is for information technology, equipment, 
supplies, and other services. 

The proposed budget for fiscal year 201 1 totals $47,289,000, a $2.1 million or 
4.7 percent increase over CBO’s regular appropriation for fiscal year 2010. CBO 
also received a supplemental appropriation in 2009 that was intended to cover 
additional costs in both 2009 and 2010 related to the analysis of health care 
legislation. After accounting for the portion of that supplemental appropriation 
that is being used in 20 1 0 (about $1.7 million), the 201 1 request amounts to an 
increase of 0.9 percent over CBO’s total 2010 funding. 

The proposed $2.1 million increase in CBO’s regular appropriation is the net of 
changes in three broad categories: 

■ $2.0 million is for rising mandatory pay and related costs for existing staff 
(including the costs of added staff funded through the supplemental); 

■ $0.7 million results from CBO’s request to increase its number of full-time- 
equivalent positions (FTEs) by 4, from 254 to 258; and 

■ $0.6 million is cut from nonpay expenditures, made possible primarily 
because CBO will no longer be represented on, and providing resources to, the 
Federal Accounting Standards Advisory Board (FASAB). 


Growing Demand for CBO’s Analyses 

The proposed increase in FTEs is the culmination of a multiyear plan to enable 
CBO to better meet the needs of the Congress for information and analyses 
related to health care and a broad range of other policy areas. 

Between fiscal year 2001 and fiscal year 2008, the number of FTEs at CBO 
averaged 230, and the number varied little from year to year. In 2008, however, 
the agency became concerned that it did not have sufficient resources to analyze 
policy changes regarding the delivery and financing of health care, which were 
emerging as a critical issue in the Congress. In addition, the agency was providing 
an increasing number of testimonies and formal cost estimates and engaging in a 
growing amount of informal analyses for Congressional staff on a wide range of 
topics, so redirecting a significant number of positions toward analyzing health 
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care did not seem feasible. Accordingly, CBO proposed to the Congress a 
multiyear plan to boost the size of the agency to 259 FTEs, an increase of a little 
more than 10 percent. 

The First Phases of the FTE Increase 

The Congress approved the first phase of the proposed increase for fiscal year 
2009, and CBO averaged 242 FTEs that year. Analysis of competing health care 
proposals absorbed a huge share of the agency’s resources, and CBO analysts in 
that area have worked flat out for more than a year. At the same time, the 
financial crisis led to a jump in the federal government’s involvement in the 
financial sector (including the creation of the Troubled Asset Relief Program, the 
conservatorship of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, and expanded activities of the 
Federal Reserve and the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation), which increased 
Congressional demand for pertinent analysis, budget projections, and cost 
estimates. Therefore, CBO proposed a further increase in staffing for 2010, and 
the fiscal year 2010 appropriation included an increase in funding sufficient to 
provide for 249 FTEs. 

The 2009 Supplemental Appropriation 

The Congress later approved a two-year supplemental appropriation totaling 
$2.0 million, which was designed to enhance CBO’s ability to provide faster 
analysis of complex health care proposals. That supplemental funding covered 5 
additional FTEs for 2010, bringing the total for this year to 254 FTEs. On the 
basis of staffing to date, CBO appears to be on track to have roughly 254 FTEs, 
on average, this year. 

The Proposed FTE Increase for Fiscal Year 2011 

For fiscal year 201 1, CBO is requesting funding to support 258 FTEs, 4 more than 
are funded in fiscal year 2010. That level of staffing would essentially complete 
the multiyear increase that CBO proposed two years ago. 

In developing its request for 2011, CBO recognized that the current surge of 
demand for analysis of health care proposals would probably not be sustained. 
Taken by itself, that point might justify a reduction in the number of positions 
devoted to analyzing health care. However, the agency is actually requesting a 
small increase in the number of such positions — three FTEs. That request reflects 
two considerations — first, that considerable Congressional interest in analysis of 
health care issues is likely to persist, and second, that the almost round-the-clock 
schedule maintained this past year by CBO’s current staff cannot be maintained 
much longer. 

Let me elaborate on those points. If comprehensive health legislation is enacted, 
CBO will need to make regular budget projections for the new and expanded 
federal health care programs, and it will need to estimate the budget costs and 
other consequences of contemplated changes to those programs. If comprehensive 
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health care legislation is not enacted, CBO will almost certainly need to respond 
to Congressional interest in exploring other possible changes to the health care 
system. In either case, continued large federal budget deficits and the key role of 
rising federal health care spending in boosting future deficits ensure that health 
issues will remain central to the Congress’s deliberations. 

Moreover, with the current staffing level, CBO cannot continue to produce the 
quantity of health analysis that it completed under the extraordinary pressure and 
almost round-the-clock, seven-day-a-week workload of the past year. That work 
schedule cannot be maintained much longer if CBO is to retain the skilled and 
knowledgeable staff that have been working on health analyses. And even with 
the extraordinary effort of this group during the past year, the quantity of analysis 
that has been produced has not been sufficient to meet the needs of many 
Members of Congress. 

Without knowing whether comprehensive health care legislation will be enacted 
or what policy changes will be included, it is difficult to know exactly how those 
additional FTEs would be deployed within CBO. However, I expect the additional 
staff to go, in some combination, to the Budget Analysis Division and the Health 
and Human Resources Division. If the needs for health analysis permit, CBO 
might reallocate some analysts in the Health and Human Resources Division from 
work on health care to work on income security and education — ^an area in which 
CBO has fewer analysts than necessary to meet Congressional needs. 

The fourth additional FTE requested is for the Management, Business, and 
Information Services Division. That group includes information technology (IT) 
personnel, editors, Web personnel, financial managers, and others. As CBO has 
expanded its analytic staff in the past couple of years, the agency has added some 
staff in those support functions as well. The additional position would provide 
administrative support to enable senior members of the staff to focus more 
effectively on their core responsibilities. 


Some Details of CBO’s Fiscal Year 2011 Budget Request 

In fiscal year 2011, CBO will continue to focus on its core functions of providing 
budgetary information to the Congress, including budget and economic outlook 
reports, cost estimates, mandate statements, and scorekeeping reports. CBO 
expects to continue its work on health care, government interventions in financial 
markets, and climate change — providing major policy studies on those topics and 
others — and to further improve its long-term analyses of legislative proposals for 
health care and Social Security through the continued development of budgetary 
and economic models. 

CBO’s request would fund the following: 


■ A workload of roughly 600 formal cost estimates (most of which include both 
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estimates of federal costs of legislation and assessments of the cost of 
mandates included in the legislation that would affect state and local 
governments, Indian tribes, or the private sector) and hundreds of informal 
estimates, approximately 100 analytical reports, a variety of other products, 
and a substantial schedule of Congressional testimony; 

■ A projected 7.3 percent, or $2.2 million, increase in base pay, of which 

$0.5 million would support the four new FTEs and $1 .7 million would support 
a combination of across-the-board increases, promotions, performance 
bonuses, and merit increases for current staff (the across-the-board increase is 
budgeted at 1.6 percent for staff earning a salary less than $100,000, which is 
consistent with the pay adjustment requested by most other legislative branch 
agencies); 

■ A projected 4.8 percent, or $0.5 million, increase in the cost of benefits, of 
which $0.2 million would go toward the four new FTEs and $0.3 million 
would go toward current staff; 

■ The replacement of obsolete office equipment, desktop computers, and 
network servers, at $0.6 million — a decrease of $0.7 million, based on CBO’s 
current replacement cycle; 

■ The acquisition of commercial data necessary for CBO analyses and studies, 
at $0.6 million — an increase of $0.5 million over the 2010 funding level 
(partially due to the fact that a portion of the agency’s current needs in this 
area are being met through the two-year supplemental appropriation provided 
in fiscal year 2009); 

■ IT system development, at $0.3 million — the same amount as in fiscal year 
2010, based on anticipated requirements; 

■ Essential software purchases, at $0.3 million — about the same sum as in fiscal 
year 2010, based on anticipated requirements; 

■ Telecommunications and telephone services, at $0.3 million — an increase of 
roughly $50,000 to support expanded requirements; 

■ Equipment maintenance, at $0.3 million — a little above the fiscal year 201 0 
funding, based on current contracting data; 

■ Temporary IT and clerical support, at $0.2 million — the same amount as in 
fiscal year 2010; 

■ Expert consulting, at $0.3 million — about the same funding as in fiscal year 
2010; 
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■ Purchases of office supplies and subscriptions, at $0.6 million — an increase of 
roughly $70,000, primarily attributable to an increase in costs for online 
subscriptions; 

■ Financial management services, including support for auditing, payroll, and 
financial systems, at $0.4 million — a small increase from 2010, primarily 
because of anticipated price hikes when renewing option-year contracts (1 am 

■ pleased to report that CBO received its sixth consecutive clean opinion in the 
latest audit of its financial statements); 

■ Office furniture and equipment, at $0.3 million — a slight decrease from the 
fiscal year 2010 funding; 

■ Travel, at $0.2 million — ^the same level as fiscal year 2010; and 

■ Management and professional training, at $0.2 million — roughly the same 
sum as in fiscal year 2010. 

Because CBO withdrew from the Federal Accounting Standards Advisory Board 
in fiscal year 2010, CBO’s request incorporates a savings of $0.5 million in 
support previously provided to that body. 

One further consideration in this request for funding for four additional FTEs is 
the capacity of CBO’s assigned space in the Ford House Office Building. CBO 
currently has only a handful of unused offices, which must accommodate 
temporary workers (like contractors, auditors, and interns). During the past few 
years, CBO has created a number of additional offices by reconfiguring 
underutilized space, and the agency is currently undertaking further modifications 
in its configuration and utilization of space. As a result, a sufficient number of 
new workspaces can be created for all of the FTEs that CBO is requesting in this 
budget. 

In closing, I would like to thank the Committee for the support it has provided 
CBO, enabling the agency to carry out its responsibilities to provide information 
and analysis to the Congress as it grapples with the critical issues facing the 
nation. 
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REVISIONS TO SCORES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I actually want to start with a dif- 
ficult question right off the bat. Recently one of our subcommittees 
obtained a score for legislation from CBO, and then 2 days later 
CBO changed the score. That is obviously of deep concern to the 
committee because we are supposed to have the utmost confidence 
in your scores. CBO is widely quoted as being the neutral arbiter 
and the most reliable, bipartisan — recognized in a bipartisan way. 
Can you be sure in the future that that is not going to happen 
again? 

Mr. Elmendorf. I wish, I wish we could be sure of that. I am 
aware of some of the details, not all of them. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Well, at least if you can identify what 
the problems were with that particular episode, and why it hap- 
pened, and what we can do to almost always ensure that that won’t 
happen again. 

Mr. Elmendorf. So I think the issue in this particular case is 
that there was a complicated piece of legislation. We had an ana- 
lyst who made an initial assessment of it and then reported that 
assessment to the subcommittee staff. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Did they report it as an initial assess- 
ment? 

Mr. Elmendorf. I think it was an e-mail message. I have not 
seen the text of it myself I talked to the analyst briefly yesterday, 
and I think her view is that she could have and should have made 
that clearer, that it was an initial assessment. In her mind it was 
initial; she was proceeding with further phone calls to other parts 
of the government as we often do to get more information. I think 
the first e-mail was on a Friday. I think then on Monday she had 
obtained her information and realized the initial assessment had 
not been correct. 

Is hard for us, so on one hand we try to provide information as 
soon as we can and not wait to check every possible thing. On the 
other hand, if we have made a mistake, we don’t want to just pre- 
tend it away forever. So I think we do try very hard and I think 
mostly have a very high percentage of getting initially the estimate 
that will be the final estimate. That doesn’t always work, and I 
wish I could guarantee it. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I can appreciate that, and I know that 
there is tremendous pressure on CBO to get us scores as quickly 
as possible, especially when there is legislation that Members real- 
ly want to act on. But I really believe that having confidence in 
your numbers is more important than speed, and in order for you 
to preserve the integrity of your organization, and your organiza- 
tion’s numbers, and the Members, and the country’s belief in their 
integrity, speed should be deemphasized. Especially if you have to 
change a score, and it changes slightly, that is one thing, but this 
was a dramatic change. 

Mr. Elmendorf. It was a large percentage of the number in- 
volved. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Yes, it was. That is not an anomaly 
that happens that we can chalk up, well, that happens every once 
in a while. That should be avoided at all costs. 
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Mr. Elmendorf. I couldn’t agree more. We do try when we can, 
and we need to make sure we do this all the time, to be clear when 
things were preliminary analyses, which we do sometimes commu- 
nicate in the interest of the policy process, and how that is dif- 
ferent from things that we call final estimates. 

DIVERSITY AT CBO 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

Just a couple more on diversity, and that is something that I 
have asked you and your predecessor each time you have come be- 
fore us, diversity both in terms of racial and ethnic diversity, but 
also in terms of gender. We have discussed it in my office. 

What efforts are you making to ensure diversity on your staff, 
and, of particular interest to me, of ensuring that we are able to 
hire more women in positions of importance at CBO? 

Mr. Elmendorf. Congresswoman, as I have said to you before, 
we at CBO think and have thought for a long time that achieving 
a diverse workforce was an important objective of our recruiting ef- 
forts. Also, as you know, achieving that diversity is challenging be- 
cause of the academic qualifications that we require for much of 
our work and the demographic composition of the people obtaining 
the demographic qualifications. So, for example, for people getting 
Ph.D.s in economics, which is a very significant set of our staff, our 
recent survey showed that about 30 percent are women, newly 
minted Ph.D. Economists, and well less than 10 percent for identi- 
fying women within minority groups. 

What we do and have done 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thirty percent women? 

Mr. Elmendorf. About 30 percent women. Well less than 10 per- 
cent members of minority groups. 

What we do, and I have done for some time under the leadership 
of our Human Resources Director Stephanie Ruiz, is to reach out 
in a grassroots way wherever we can. We visit — “we” meaning she 
and her staff — visit a large number of colleges around the country, 
including Historically Black Colleges and universities and 
Hispanically-serving institutions. The Associate Director of Eco- 
nomic Analysis went to the American Economic Association’s mi- 
nority program in the summer in California to talk with the stu- 
dents there about what they could do at CBO and other govern- 
ment agencies. I gave a talk at Spelman College a couple months 
ago again to try to make connections and have people become more 
interested in working for us. 

We also do work to some extent for people at younger stages in 
their careers which can be very important. Our Deputy Director 
serves on an advisory board of a group which is trying to develop 
high school curricula around budget and economic policy. 

I think we can do more. In the discussions with you, we have 
talked about trying to collaborate with some of the other congres- 
sional agencies in a speakers program perhaps. My daughters are 
in high school. They are learning about the Congress, and they are 
learning about public policy. That class will get me — my daughter 
has volunteered me — ^but there is no reason it should be just that 
class. I think together our agencies can reach out and do more of 
that. 
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We talked with you a bit about what is on our Web site. A num- 
ber of government agencies in Washington have pieces of their Web 
site that are either accessible to kids or designed for teachers to 
use in getting students interested. We don’t have that now, but 
CBO has actually hired a new Web editor with a view of improving 
our communication principally with the Congress through the 
Internet, but also with the public. I think we can deploy that in 
this way as well. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Like we talked about in my office, I 
appreciate your efforts and the efforts of your agency, but you wait 
until high school, and we are so far past a kid’s decision on wheth- 
er they think math and science are sexy or cool. You have to reach 
down much further into the elementary school grades. I have a 10- 
year-old and a 6-year-old daughter. I told you the story about how 
I had spent the whole year making sure my daughter understood, 
yes, she is good at math. It is not just my daughter. Girls end up 
being discouraged from being good at math, told that math is icky, 
that it is not cool, and it is not feminine. 

I understand that you are all about scores and economics, but I 
think it would be incredibly helpful; and, I would like to publicly 
talk to you, as we did in my office, about finding a way for CBO 
to take a leadership role in reaching down further into our schools 
to help girls and minority kids and grab them and get them inter- 
ested in science and math, math in particular in your case, and ec- 
onomics as early as we can. 

Mr. Elmendorf. We look forward to working with you on that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Aderholt. 

OFFICE SPACE AND CAPACITY 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Again, thanks for being with us this morning. 

I’d like to start with an issue from las year — office space and ac- 
commodating more staff members. Could you give an update on the 
situation there and what has been done to try to resolve the space 
problem? 

Mr. Elmendorf. Yes. Certainly. CBO occupies all of the fourth 
floor of the Ford House Office Building. We have done that for a 
little while now. We did not have offices to the extent of the num- 
ber of people that is in this plan to hire. We have now over a period 
of a couple of years systematically worked our way around trying 
to make more space in the footprint that we have, taking space 
that is not being as well utilized as it could, and with extra walls 
and a little help from the Architect of the Capitol, we have been 
able to create more offices in the space that we have. 

We also have had conversations with general House representa- 
tive management about obtaining more space elsewhere. We were 
received politely, but space is tight everywhere, and we were given 
no illusion that our request would be acted upon. 

We do think we have been able to, in the space we have, identify 
additional space that we are turning into offices that will be suffi- 
cient for the number of people in this plan. And this is the number 
that we plan with your support to go to and to hold that. So I think 
we have been able to solve that problem ourselves through a little 
ingenuity on the part of our staff. 
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Mr. Aderholt. And accommodate those that are reflected in 
those numbers. 

Mr. Elmendorf. The 258 people, we have identified space for all 
of them if we are allowed to hire them. 

CBO’S RESPONSIVENESS TO MAJORITY AND MINORITY REQUESTS 

Mr. Aderholt. The Chair mentioned in her remarks or her first 
question about the fact that CBO is nonpartisan, and the credi- 
bility of your office. And, of course, I think you would agree, and 
I think everyone would agree, that both the Majority and the Mi- 
nority parties in Congress want to have an answer when they are 
submitting questions to CBO. How do you go about ensuring that 
there is a fair allocation between the Minority and Majority parties 
with your resources? 

Mr. Elmendorf. So it is a challenge, but a challenge we take ex- 
tremely seriously, because there is more demand for our work than 
we can produce. Part of what we do is to stay in very close touch 
with the Majority and Minority staff directors on the crucial com- 
mittees that we serve, the Budget Committee, Ways and Means, 
the Finance Committee and the Appropriations Committees. And 
systematically I talk just as often to Austin Smythe, who is the 
Staff Director for Congressman Ryan, to Tom Kahn, who is the 
Staff Director to Chairman Spratt. 

The second thing that we do when we are making longer-reach- 
ing plans, we are now doing strategic planning in all the main topic 
areas that CBO covers, and we are reaching out systematically to 
both sides of the aisle. We prepare tentative plans that we circulate 
again equally to Minority and Majority. And then when a par- 
ticular topic is moving quickly, we sit down very explicitly and bal- 
ance our efforts across the parties on the course of the health re- 
form work of the past year. We meet in my office once every day 
or every other day to review tasks and literally with a spreadsheet, 
with a column that was House Democrats, House Republicans, Sen- 
ate Democrats, Senate Republicans. And we made sure as we were 
planning our work for the day and week that we were addressing 
requests from each of those ^oups. 

So we take very, very seriously our role as nonpartisan and our 
responsibility to serve everyone in the Congress the best that we 
can. 

LENGTH OF TIME FOR HEALTH REFORM LEGISLATION ESTIMATES 

Mr. Aderholt. I was given a letter recently that both the House 
and Senate Appropriations Committee Ranking Members had writ- 
ten to you back in January requesting that an estimate for the dis- 
cretionary authorization is being made in the House and Senate 
health care bills. I understand it wasn’t until this week that the 
committee received any sort of formal estimates on those calls. Of 
course, I noticed in CongressDaily this morning there was a men- 
tion of that as well. 

Given the importance of these authorizations, and, of course, this 
is, as you know, the issue that has sort of taken the attention of 
the entire country, what would you say or how could you tell the 
committee that one has been sort of a lower priority in getting 
those numbers out? And why has it taken so long, especially after 
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we tried to provide you with the additional staffing that you need- 
ed? 

Mr. Elmendorf. That is a fair question, Congressman. In our es- 
timates of health reform legislation, we have focused on the man- 
datory or direct spending and the revenue effects, together with our 
colleagues of the Joint Tax Committee. Those are the aspects of 
legislation that we traditionally at CBO focus on first. Those are 
the aspects of legislation that are, for example, subject to PAYGO 
rules and statutory PAYGO and so on. But we do try very hard 
whenever we can in cost estimates to also provide information 
about the discretionary appropriations that would be necessary to 
achieve the purposes of the bill. And in rating the cost estimate, 
we want to be able to talk about the mandatory spending and reve- 
nues, but we also say if the following amounts were appropriated, 
it would cost X million dollars, in our estimate, to achieve these 
goals. 

We are sorry that we did not get to do that part of the health 
bills until we did. The only answer I have is that we do think that 
the biggest flow of the money in the bills that have been moving 
through the legislative process have been on the mandatory spend- 
ing side and the revenue side. The appropriations are openly sub- 
ject to the Appropriations Committee’s decisions anyway. And 
given the pace of work even with the additional staff that the Con- 
gress has provided to us, the pace of the work is simply over- 
whelming. I have people who are working 100 hours a week. Our 
computer people hardly have time to fix the computer things be- 
cause there is always somebody on line doing something. 

It just seems to us more important not just for the Majority 
party, but for the Minority party, to have us doing good estimates 
of the largest piece of legislation that has been moving, which has 
been really an establishment or expansion of entitlements and the 
changes in tax revenue. But we are sorry we did not get to that 
sooner. 


ESTIMATE FOR HEALTH CARE LEGISLATION 

Mr. Aderholt. Of course, as you know, we may vote on the legis- 
lation in the latter part of this week, and I know there will be bil- 
lions in discretionary authorizations included. Can you provide the 
committee an estimate, including for the outyears, the cost of these 
authorizations at this time, for the discretionary authorizations 
part of the bill? 

Mr. Elmendorf. Well, the information we provided is part of the 
discretionary appropriations that were called for under the Senate- 
passed version that we did. And we focused on that not because we 
personally favor the Senate nor the House, but that seems like the 
bill that is most likely to be a vehicle for further congressional ac- 
tion. 

What we have done in that letter is to talk about some of the 
costs that would follow of necessity to the IRS and HHS and other 
people. We talked about the other specified authorizations. We still 
have not come through on all of them; there are other places where 
the legislation says, authorizes such sums as would be necessary. 
Each of those is an estimating challenge we haven’t gotten to yet. 
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We would like to get to it, but I — as you understand, I don’t control 
the pace or influence the pace. 

Again, if there is a reconciliation bill that was released that 
changes the entitlements or revenue features of the Senate-passed 
health bill, I think that most Members of the Congress, from both 
parties, would like to understand the effects of that mandatory 
spending and revenues before we would go back and try to 

Mr. Aderholt. But considering the massive scale of this legisla- 
tion, you would agree that it would be very important? 

Mr. Elmendorf. I think it is very important. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

SECURITY CLEARANCES 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Just one thing. I met with your office last 
week, or whenever it was, about the issue of some of your people 
who have clearance in working with the Intelligence Community 
helping with the workload, being more involved. I understand there 
is a pushback. Do you know where we are on that issue and where 
we need to go? We talked about issues involving cybersecurity and 
some other areas that we really probably need more help. Where 
is that now? 

Mr. Elmendorf. I don’t think it was me that you 

Mr. Ruppersberger. It was Gene. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. This is CBO. 

Mr. Elmendorf. Gene is coming. 

CUTS TO COAST GUARD 

Mr. Ruppersberger. Well, this probably is not relevant, but I 
just came from a Homeland Security Appropriations Committee 
about the major cuts in the Coast Guard, and we would like to talk 
to you about that. I don’t want to do it here because it is not rel- 
evant to this hearing. 

Mr. Elmendorf. I am happy to talk to you. Congressman. I can 
come up and will bring people who are knowledgeable about that 
issue. 

Mr. Ruppersberger. All right. We really want to deal with that 
soon. 


COORDINATION WITH GAO 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I have just a couple of quick other 
questions, and then that will conclude my questions for you. 

CBO produces the budget and economic outlook, which examines 
the pressures facing the Federal budget over the coming decades 
by presenting the 8-year projections for Federal spending through, 
I guess, all the way to 2080. The GAO — and I will ask Mr. Dodaro 
the same question — produces the Federal Government’s long-term 
fiscal outlook. And it is really our job — and I have been asking a 
lot of different agencies about duplication of effort and overlap. 
How are those analyses different, and is it the best use of limited 
resources to have two legislative branch agencies doing at least 
what appears to be similar, if not the same, type of analysis? 

Mr. Elmendorf. Well, I don’t want to speak for Gene. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Right, no. I am going to ask him. 
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Mr. Elmendorf. From my perspective and the CBO’s perspec- 
tive, this is such a crucial policy issue, the pressures that the budg- 
et faces, or the country faces, over the long term. There is an aging 
population, and with rising health care spending, my own view is 
that doing some partly overlapping work at CBO and GAO on that 
topic is probably in the Congress’ and in the country’s interest. 

We have slightly different modeling approaches. In the work that 
the GAO does, I think, they follow our sort of assumptions. They 
also examine the assumptions used by the Social Security and 
Medicare trustees. And there are differences, and we naturally 
think that we are picking assumptions that are in the middle of 
distribution of possible outcomes. But I think it is probably very 
useful for you to have GAO looking at that set of things and doing 
that sort of comparison. 

We present the information in somewhat different ways. I think 
that can be — again, like the way we present ours, I have no illusion 
that we have cornered the market on the way to present that or 
the way to do those calculations. Again, given the importance, I 
think that is of value, and you are seeing it from different perspec- 
tives. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I just wanted to hear your perspec- 
tive, because it is a very similar report. 

REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL FTES 

Obviously, I would like to focus a little bit on your staffing. If 
your budget request is approved, you are asking for three addi- 
tional FTEs for health care analysis. How many staff at that point 
would you have dedicated to health care issues? 

Mr. Elmendorf. Over the past year I tell people we have had 
around 50 people working on health issues. Some of them are in 
particular areas. Some people work on veterans health. So there 
are different groups, smaller groups and also a very large pool of 
people who have been involved in analysis of the broad reform ef- 
fort over the past year. 

I think our view of what we would do with these extra people de- 
pends on whether this legislation passes the Congress or not. If it 
does, then it will be an ongoing flow of work as there is for the 
Medicaid program and Medicare and CHIP and so on. If it doesn’t, 
then we anticipate ongoing efforts to craft more comprehensive leg- 
islation. So we use the people in — and if legislation passes, it could 
be more budget analysts and projectors, otherwise more people 
with different skills. 

OPTIMAL SIZE OF CBO, RECRUITMENT, AND RETENTION 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I realize that any director of any 
agency never thinks they have enough staff, but what is the ideal 
size of CBO? As of March 10th, you have 19 job openings listed on 
your Web site. Are you having trouble filling the slots that we al- 
ready allocated to you? 

And in terms of retention, I really get the sense that this is pos- 
sibly the hardest-working agency in possibly the government, but 
certainly the Congress, right up there with GAO, although they 
have gotten relief in recent years. So is retention and issue for 
CBO? 
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Mr. Elmendorf. I think so far we are doing okay. I think for a 
number of years now we lost about two people a month, that is 
about two dozen a year, about 10 percent of our workforce in a 
year. Not all the pressure is bad. Many people want new chal- 
lenges, and sometimes people are able to leave CBO and go on do 
other things. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. What about the filling of the posi- 
tions, though? 

Mr. Elmendorf. The filling, I think, goes fairly well. Partly what 
you see by looking at spring is economists and many other people 
graduating from degree programs, they tend to look for jobs at this 
time of year. So in a sense there is a natural cycle in which we post 
jobs, we look to fill them, and the summer or the fall we hope to 
have them on board, the seasonal peak. 

I think there are particular areas where do have issues. One re- 
cent problem we have is that the Congress changed the rules in 
December. We are no longer able to hire foreign nationals. And in 
some particular areas we need to hire, in finance and macro- 
economics, that is a real restriction. So we cancelled a third of the 
interviews that we had scheduled for this annual economic meeting 
to interview people. So I worry about that. 

I worry about burn-out on our whole staff. I think at the moment 
the momentum and the path from their bed to their desk and back 
is well-worn, and they keep doing it, but I think eventually they 
will realize that they miss their families and want other jobs. 

I think pay is an issue. My salary, as you know, was set by law 
to be some increment below yours. We don’t pay anybody at CBO 
more than Members of Congress are paid. But meanwhile people 
finishing school with advanced degrees and many years of edu- 
cation can often get significantly higher salaries other places, in- 
cluding other places in Washington. We had a very talented young 
woman who was just — now she is going to the IMF, the Inter- 
national Monetary Fund. They are paying her 50 percent more 
than what we are paying her. 

I have imaginary solutions I am not putting forward for solving 
that problem, but I do think that is an issue, that we have a lot 
of salary — we have to try to lure them in. We have to pay a certain 
amount. There is a lot of salary compression, and I think most peo- 
ple can find other outside offers. 

Now, I think we are, despite the work, a pretty happy group. We 
understand that we are doing important work for the Congress, 
and that is a very important motivator. And we are doing fas- 
cinating work, and that is an important motivator. We participated 
in a survey of government agencies. We finished as the third best 
place to work among small agencies. That was before health reform 
efforts. Check again. 

I think we have a variety of advantages in hiring, but eventually 
if you can get 50 percent more to go across town and do economic 
analysis, that is going to be a hard thing for us to fight with. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

HIRING OF FOREIGN NATIONALS 

Mr. Aderholt. We talked about a little bit when you stopped in 
my office about the Consolidated Appropriation Act of 2010, about 
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the hiring of foreign nationals, which contains the governmentwide 
provision which now prohibits the ability to hire foreign nationals. 
Just for the record, talk a little bit about the impact that the lan- 
guage would have on you and your agency. 

Mr. Elmendorf. Most of the people that we hire, most of the 
people in pools that we look at, are U.S. citizens, but in parts of 
the job market that we are looking in and skills that we need to 
hire, there are a very large number of foreign nationals. Overall in 
economics Ph.D. programs in this country, more than half of the 
degree recipients are foreign nationals. 

Again, the topics that we look at like health care, say, that tends 
to look at graduate schools to be mostly U.S. citizens. But other 
areas, particularly in macroeconomics and finance, people who are 
trying to figure out the cost of the government’s involvement in the 
TARP or Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, people trying to under- 
stand the effects of different fiscal policies over time, the budget 
balance and economic growth in this country, two very important 
topics from our perspective, and those areas, a significant share of 
our staff are foreign nationals. They are grandfathered under this 
rule so they themselves won’t have to leave. But we are looking to 
hire more people in those areas. Some of the open slots are in those 
areas. And if we really can’t on an ongoing basis look at this broad- 
er class of people, that is a real problem for us. 

This law was passed just before the annual meeting of the Amer- 
ican Economics Association, while we were interviewing. We can- 
celed I think it was a third of the interviews we had scheduled. It 
was about 4 days’ notice. We said, we are sorry, we just can’t talk 
with you. That does hinder our ability to fill those slots. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. We appreciate 
it and look forward to working with you on a whole lot of things. 

The subcommittee is going to stand in recess. We have three 
votes on. So we will stand in recess until the end of the vote, and 
we will come right back out. 

[Recess.] 

[Questions for the record follow:] 



211 


QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

Chair Debbie Wasserman Schuitz 

Douglas Elmendorf, Director of the Congressional Budget Office 
Fiscal Year 2011 Budget of the Congressional Budget Office 


Retention 


Question; How many people retired or left CBO in fiscal year 2009? 

ANSWER; In fiscal year 2009, a total of 25 people left CBO. Of those, 6 retired and 18 resigned; 
1 employee passed away. 

Question; How many people is CBO estimating will retire or leave in fiscal year 2010? 
ANSWER; CBO averages between 25 and 30 departures per year, with an average of 
6 retirements. So far in fiscal year 2010, the agency has had 10 resignations and 2 retirements, 
for a total of 12 departures. We expect the total number of departures in 2010 to be in the 
normal range. 


staffing 

Question; How many staff do you have by subject area, including health care? 

ANSWER; Because CBO is a small agency, it is critical that staff be able to wear many hats. Staff 
must be able to work across multiple disciplines and be agile in shifting specialties and functions, 
Those capabilities enable us to shift priorities as Congress's needs for analysis evolve. So, the 
amount of staffing allocated to particular subject areas varies as various issues rise or decline in 
importance. 

For example, during the analysis of health care reform, CBO had more than 50 staff members 
consistently working in that area. The year before that, when CBO was building its analytic 
capacity for the anticipated health care work, 70 people worked on the volumes Key Issues in 
Analyzing Major Health Insurance Proposals and Budget Options, Volume 1: Health 
Core. Some of those staff members are microeconomists who generally also work in other 
areas— on labor issues, for instance, as well as health care. 
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For other major topics, the current staffing— including people who spend part of their time on 
that topic — is as follows: 

• Climate and energy, about 30 people; 

• Social Security, about 15; 

• Defense and veterans' affairs, about 25; 

• Education, more than 5; 

• Analysis of mandates, about 15; 

• Macroeconomic analysis, about 20; 

• Taxes, between 15 and 20; and 

• Various aspects of the financial markets, between 10 and 20 people. 

The following are examples of some of the multifaceted portfolios of particular CBO analysts: 

• Land management, air transportation, energy, and rural electrification; 

• Macroeconomic effects of tax policy, general equilibrium modeling, and Social Security; 

• Medicare payments to physicians, Medicaid, obesity, disability; and 

• Financial analysis, risk modeling, and student loans. 

Question; How many vacancies do you currently have? 

ANSWER: CBO currently has 11 regular full-time openings, the majority of which are for 
economists. 

Question: How much, if any, did you lapse in fiscal year 2009 regular funding? 

ANSWER: CBO lapsed $150,000, which reflects an obligation rate of 99.7 percent for fiscal year 
2009. As in past years, the expired funds will be used for any unforeseen future year cost 
overruns for fiscal year 2009 contracts. 


Budget 

Question: Please summarize the impacts of a flat fiscal year 2011 budget for the record with 
particular focus on staff and mission impact. 

ANSWER; 

Fiscal year 2011 funding equal to the 2010 appropriation of $45.2 million would represent a 
reduction in funding for CBO because the agency's 2010 operations are being financed, in part, 
by funds from a 2009 supplemental appropriation. In total, CBO's 2010 funding comes to about 
$46.4 million. 

Most of CBO's budget is devoted to personnel. Because a flat fiscal year 2011 budget would, in 
practical terms, represent a reduction in CBO's funding, the agency would need to reduce its 
full-time equivalents (FTEs) by nine from the 258 proposed in its fiscal year 2011 budget 
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request— eliminating the four additional positions requested for next year and another five that 
are funded this year. Those reductions would save about $1.5 million. They would, however, 
represent a setback in terms of CBO's ability to provide estimates and analysis for the Congress 
as it addresses major issues on the iegislative agenda. With the support of the Congress, CBO 
staffing has expanded in recent years, especially in the health area. But the needs for estimates 
and analysis have continued to expand as well, and despite extraordinary efforts by CBO staff, 
the agency could not satisfy all the requests for estimates for health care proposals. A reduction 
in staffing beiow the current level would make it more difficult to meet future needs of 
committees and Members. Congressionai deliberations on topics such as climate change, 
immigration, the defense budget, financial reform, and deficit reduction, the new statutory Pay- 
as-You-Go requirements, new issues that cannot even be foreseen now, and CBO's ongoing 
responsibilities to produce hundreds of formal cost estimates and even more informal estimates 
wili require substantial efforts on CBO's part. Faced with reduced staffing, CBO would work with 
the Congress to prioritize requests for analysis to ensure that the most critical requirements 
were addressed in a timely way. 

In addition, CBO would have to reduce information technology (IT) spending by $0.5 million— 
primarily in the areas of communications, software development, disaster recovery, equipment 
replacement, and commercial data. Also, library operations would be reduced by $0,1 million— 
primarily in the area of online subscription services. 
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Opening Remarks — Chair Wasserman Schultz 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I will call the hearing back to order 
of the Legislative Branch Appropriations Subcommittee. 

We are going to hear from Gene Dodaro, the Acting Comptroller 
General for the Government Accountability Office. The fiscal year 
2011 request would support 3,270 full-time equivalents, in addition 
to 144 FTEs focusing specifically on the Recovery Act work. So the 
increase is only for Recovery Act-focused employees. 

The budget request is $601 million. I know you know it is going 
to be hard to manage in this fiscal environment. We are going to 
have to talk to you about how you can manage increasing your 
workload with a funding that is short of what you requested, be- 
cause we are going to — essentially for sure not going to be able to 
do what you have asked. 

In our public witness hearing a few weeks ago, I was really glad 
to hear from the GAO representative that things are going well in 
terms of dealing with the disparity in performance ratings experi- 
enced by African American employees, and I know you are devel- 
oping a diversity training program which is good for staff, but I am 
very concerned about the lack of progress on merit-based pay 
raises. I understand that there wasn’t any more progress in your 
conversations on Monday, so we would like an update on both of 
those issues today. 

After Mr. Aderholt makes his opening remarks, you can proceed 
with a 5 minute summary of your statement. Your full statement 
will be entered into the record. 

Opening Remarks — Mr. Aderholt 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. Madam Chair. 

Just welcome to the committee. I look forward to hearing your 
testimony. 


Opening Remarks — Mr. Dodaro 

Mr. Dodaro. Thank you very much. 

Madam Chair, Ranking Member Aderholt, good morning. I would 
like to start by thanking you for your support for GAO over the 
past 2 years. When I came to you in 2008, GAO was at its lowest 
staffing level in its history. You have responded very well, and I 
want to thank this subcommittee and your leadership for providing 
that support. 

Now, with that support we have been able to replenish the num- 
ber of people working at GAO and add to the ranks, which has 
helped us provide better service to the Congress in addressing a 
number of difficult issues. As you pointed out. Madam Chair, our 
budget request is to maintain that staffing level in order to make 
sure that we can meet the needs across the Congress for all the 
committees in addressing a number of homeland security, national 
security, financial, economic and social issues confronting the Na- 
tion and the Congress, and in helping the Congress make the best- 
informed decisions they can based on our analysis and support, 
while also taking on new responsibilities that we have been given 
by the Congress. For example, we are now required by law to pro- 
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vide an annual report on the extent of duplication across the Fed- 
eral Government. 

We have also been entrusted with a number of other new respon- 
sibilities by the Congress dealing with some of the economic condi- 
tions facing the country. The Economic Stabilization Act requires 
us to review the Troubled Asset Relief Program and authorizes cost 
reimbursement from the Treasury Department to ensure we have 
the ability to monitor the situation with AIG, General Motors and 
Chrysler in the coming years. 

However, on the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, for 
which we have a number of recurring mandates the funding pro- 
vided to GAO expires at the end of this year. A large amount of 
Recovery Act money remains to be allocated at the State and local 
level, including $110 billion this year, and in fiscal year 2011 and 
beyond, there is another $120 billion. GAO’s mandate to do bi- 
monthly reviews of the State and local use of these funds will con- 
tinue. 

I am concerned that in the coming years, a lot of new programs 
will be coming on line, and a number of these programs will in- 
volve increased amounts of money and risks. It is very important 
for GAO to be able to provide the appropriate level of congressional 
oversight that is warranted by the expenditure of large amounts of 
money. 

I know that you will give careful consideration to our request. I 
know it is a difficult period of time, but GAO is trying to do its 
best. I am very proud of our workforce for what we have been able 
to do to help the Congress, and we want to be able to maintain that 
going forward. 

So thank you very much, and I would be happy to answer any 
questions that you may have. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

[Mr. Dodaro’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Madam Chair, Ranking Member Aderholt, and Members of the 
Subcommittee: 

I appreciate the opportunity to be here today to discuss the U.S. 
Government Accountability Office’s (GAO) budget request for fiscal year 
201 1. At the outset, I want to thank all the members of the subcommittee 
for your continued support of GAO. With your support of our fiscal years 
2009 and 2010 funding levels, we have been able to address the steady 
decline in staffing that GAO had experienced since fiscal year 2003 and 
begin to reverse this trend by restoring our staffing capacity. 

This has put us in a better position to assist the Congress in confronting 
the many difficult challenges facing the nation. In fiscal year 2009, GAO 
supported Congressional decision making and oversight on a range of 
critical issues, including the government’s efforts to help stabilize financial 
markets and address the most severe recession since World War 11. In 
addition to providing overnight for the 2008 Economic Stabilization Act 
and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act), 
we continued to provide the Congress updates on programs that are at 
high risk for waste, fraud, abuse, and mismanagement or are in need of 
broad reform, and delivered advice and analyses on a broad array of 
pressing domestic and international issues that demand urgent attention 
and continuing oversight. These include modernizing the regulatory 
structure for financial institutions and markets to meet 21** century 
demands; controlling escalating health care costs and providing more 
effective oversight of medical products; restructuring of the U.S. Postal 
Service to ensure its financial stability; and improving the Department of 
Defense’s management approaches to issues ranging from weapons 
system acquisitions to accounting for weapons provided to Afghan 
security forces. Overall, we responded to requests from every standing 
committee of the House and the Senate and over 70 percent of their 
subcommittees. 

As a knowledge-based organization, our abUity to timely assist the 
Congress as it addresses the nation's challenges depends on our ability to 
sustain our current staffing levels. We are submitting for your 
consideration a prudent request for $601 million for fiscal year 2011, which 
will allow us to maintain our capacity to assist the Congress in addressing 
a range of financial, social, economic, and security challenges going 
forward. This amount represents a 4. 1 percent increase ($22.6 million) to 
maintain our fiscal yeau* 2010 operating level, and a 3.8 percent increase 
($21.6 million) to continue mandated Recovery Act oversight beyond the 
expiration of the funding we received to help offset; the cost of this new 
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responsibility. The total requested increase of 7.9 percent will allow us to 
continue the Recovery Act work, maintain our fiscal year 2010 staffing 
level, cover mandatory pay and uncontrollable cost increases, and reinvest 
savings from nonrecurring costs and efficiencies to further enhance our 
productivity and effectiveness. 


The Nation’s 
Challenges Shape 
GAO’s Fiscal Year 
2011 Expected 
Workload 

• the effectiveness of financial and regulatory reform efforts and 
plans to ensure the stability of the overall banking, housing, 
and &iancial markets; 

• conducting oversight of proposed programs to boost the economy, 
including job expansion and investments in infrastructure; and 

• continuing to perform our responsibilities under the Recovery Act, 
including bimonthly reviews of how selected states and localities 
use the funds provided and quarterly reviews of recipient reports on 
job creation. 

• Reviewing the government’s efforts to identity and act on credible 
threats to homeland and border security, including to commercial 
aviation and seaports as well as those involving biological, chemical, 
and nuclear dimensions. 

• Reviewing U.S. efforts related to Afghanistan, Iraq and other 
regions in conflict, including reviewing the effect of drawing down 
resources in Iraq, providing more resources to Afghanistan, and 
retooling operations in Pakistan. 

• Supporting health care financing and reform efforts through 
analyses of Medicare, Medicaid, and other health programs. 

• Identifying elements to help address the nation’s financial 
challenges including Social Security, tax reform, retirement, and 


GAO stands ready to continue assisting the Congress as it tackles the wide 
array of challenges facing the nation. Our past performance is evidence of 
the critical role our dedicated staff play in helping the Congress and the 
American people better understand issues, both as they arise and over the 
long term. Issues on the horizon include 

• Assessing the government’s continuing response to the current 
economic situation, including 
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disability programs; opportunities to reduce spending; and 
reducing the gap between taxes owed and taxes collected. 

• Performing specialized studies and technology assessments of a 
wide range of science and technology issues, such as climate change, 
the challenges of developing sophisticated space and defense 
systems, and green energy. 

• Focusing on major areas that are at high-risk, including the U. S. 
Postal Service's financial condition, oversight of food and drug 
safety, and cybersecurity efforts. 

GAO is uniquely positioned to support the Congress. For instance, 
pressures to reduce the federal deficit following an economic recovery 
will require a greater need for the type of analyses that are a hallmark of 
GAO. We recently were tasked by statute to provide an annual report 
addressing overlap and duplication among federal programs. Also, through 
our long-standing focus on high-risk programs and other activities, we can 
identify for policymakers the agencies and programs that require priority 
attention. These include helping focus on ways to help reduce an 
estimated $98.7 billion of improper federal payments in fiscal year 2009 
and the $290 billion estimated tax gap. In addition, our dedicated and 
multidisciplinary staff have substantive agency and program expertise, as 
well as expertise in conducting financial and performance audits, program 
evaluations, policy analyses, and technology assessments. 


GAO Continues to Be 
an Employer of 
Choice 


Recognizing that GAO’s accomplishments are a direct result of our 
dedicated workforce, management continuously strives to maintain a 
work environment that promotes employee well-being and productivity, 
and to be a world<lass professional services organization. In both 2007 
and 2009, GAO ranked second in the “Best Places to Work” rankings 
sponsored by the Partnership for Public Service. We are also proud of the 
current results from our 2009 annual employee feedback survey, which 
indicate that employee satisfaction continues to increase. Importantly, the 
results of the 2009 annual employee feedback survey — the highest scores 
to date — ^provided GAO management with valuable information on how we 
can continue to attract and retain top talent. 


GAO regularly seeks and values the input we receive from our employee 
oiganizations: the Diversity Advisory Council, Employee Advisory Council, 
and GAO Employees Union, International Federation of Professional & 
Technical Engineers, Local 1921(the Union). Collaboration with these 
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org^zations has resulted in a number of improvements in GAO 
processes, including improved field office working conditions; enhanced 
quality control forms that help ensure that our practices follow GAO 
policy and generally accepted government auditing standards; and new 
demographic questions on the annual GAO employee feedback survey that 
allow GAO management to track the views of certain employee 
populations. Also, GAO and the Union have made significant progress 
toward reaching agreement on a master contract and are continuing to 
resolve fiscal year 2010 analyst performance-based compensation rates. 

GAO contmues to make progress toward our goal to create a more 
inclusive work environment The most recent date show that 
representation of minority groups in our workforce equals or exceeds the 
representation in the relevant civilian labor force. As of April 2009, 
minorities represented about 30 percent of GAO’s total workforce and 
women constituted nearly ^ percent. By comparison, in the civilian labor 
force minorities represented about 27 percent and women about 47 
percent With our approach to continuous improvement, several areas 
merit continued attention, such as increasing the representation of 
Hispanics and the disabled in the total workforce. Looking forward, our 
action plan focuses on three areas: recruitment and hiring, staff 
development, and efforts to create a more inclusive work environment. We 
will continue to consult with the Union and all employee groups as we 
begin to implement this action plan. 

Our fiscal year 2011 budget provides funds to continue to strengthen 
employee development and benefits programs. We have also identified 
savings and efficiencies within our budget and plan to reinvest these 
resources to implement enabling technologies, such as energy 
improvements. 


Q A Q’g Y63X ^ ^ people-intensive organization, about 80 percent of GAO’s budget 

funds compensation and benefits for over 3,300 employees, with the 
2011 Budg6t R6QUGSt balance funding mandatory operating expenses, such as rent for field 

office locations, security services, and other criticaJ infrastructure services 
required for ongoing operations. 

GAO is requesting an increase of $22.6 million to maintain our current 
capacity to provide timely, high quality responses to congressional 
requests for assistance, and $21.6 million to continue our mandated 
oversight of Recovery Act spending. About 90 percent of the requested 
increase supports mandatory compensation and benefits to support our 
fiscal year 2010 stefiing level. 
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A summary of our fiscal ye^ 2011 request is shown in the following table 
and explained in ftuther detail below. 


Fiscal Year 2011 Summary of Requested Changes 

(Dollars in thousands) 

Budget category 

FTEs 

Amount 

Cumulative 
percentage of 
change from 
FY 2010 to FY 
2011 

FY 2009 actual costs 

3,141 

$529,526 


FY 2010 enacted level 

3,221 

556,849 


Changes to the base 

Maintaining staff capacity 

49 

20,444 

3.7 

Nonpay inflation and annualization 


6,420 

4.8 

Change in offsetting 
colldctions/reimbursements 


(4,225) 

4.1 

Efficiencies/savings and nonrecurring costs 


(8.032) 

2.3 

Resource reinvestment 


8,030 

4.1 

Subtotal - changes to the base 

49 

$22,637 

4.1 

Recovery Act 

144 

21,631 

7.9 

Total appropriation • salaries and expenses 

3,414 

$601,117 

7.9 


So^irce- QAO. 


Maintaining staff capacity includes $20.4 million to maintain our 
projected fiscal year 2010 onboard staff at a full-time equivalent (FTE) 
level of 3,270 FTEs to enable GAO to continue to meet our increased 
responsibilities in a timely manner. The requested increase primarily 
includes 

• the fuU-year cost to maintain the workforce in fiscal year 201 i resulting 
from fiscal year 2010 hiring and pay actions, 

• mandatory January 201 1 pay increase at 1.4 percent based on Office of 
Management and Budget guidance, and 

• performzmce-based pay increases in lieu of executive branch General 
Schedule within-grade increases. 

Nonpay inflation and annualization includes $6.4 million to maintain 
purchasing power, sustain fiscal year 2010 operating levels, and cover 
projected inflationary increases in common carrier transportation costs, 
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travel per diem rates, training, supplies and materials, and other essential 
mission-support ^rvices based on negotiated contracts, vendor 
notification, or historical trend data. 

Change in offsetting coUections/reimbuisements reflects an increase 
of $4.2 million in rental income and reimbursement from financial audits 
that reduces our request for appropriated funds. 

Efficiencies and nonrecurring costs reflect $8 million of efficiencies 
and nonrecurring fiscal year 2010 costs resulting from 

• technology consolidations, such as our new core human capital system 
and integrated E-Gov travel solution, and 

• enhanced building operations, including the installation of a gas- and 
solar-powered water boiler to improve energy efficiency. 

Resource reinvestment reinvests $8 million of nonrecurring fiscal year 
2010 costs and operational efficiencies to 


• further enhance our information technology programs to enhance 
productivity and effectiveness; 

• continue to address management challenges through increased 
security, enhanced appraisal systems, and retention incentives; 


• continue cyclical building maintenance and repairs and enhance energy 
efficiency; and 


• bolster support for audit engagements and technology assessments. 

Recovery Act includes ftmds to help offset the cost to maintain 144 FTEs 
necessary to continue to meet the mandated oversight of the use of the 
funds prowded in the Recovery Act to help ensure transparency and 
accountability. 


Concluding Remarks 


With the strong support of the Congress and this subcommittee, in fiscal 
years 2009 and 2010 GAO increased our staff capacity. Our fiscal year 2011 
budget request is prudent and essential to ensure that we can maintain this 
capacity and continue to provide timely, high-quality assistance to the 
Congress in confronting the critical economic, financial and security 
challenges facing the nation. 
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We have a proven track record of helping the Congress evaluate critical 
issues of national importance and Improving the transparency and 
accountability of government for the American people. For example, our 
work in the banking sector provided a framework that can be used to help 
reform the financial regulatory system and to evaluate proposals to ensure 
that miy new regulatory system is sufficiently comprehensive, addresses 
risks, and adequately protects consumers. Over the past 2 fiscal years our 
work yielded significant results. For example, during this period we 
delivered expert testimony on average at about 250 congressional 
hearings. We also documented on average over 1,300 actions taken by 
agencies and the Congress in response to our recommendations for 
improvements in government services and operations and changes to law. 
In addition, we recorded on average about $50 billion in financial benefits, 
resulting in a return on investment in fiscal year 2009 of for every 
dollar the Congress invested in us. ’ 

We remain committed to providing accurate, objective, nonpartisan, and 
constructive information to the Congress to help it conduct effective 
oversi^t and fulfill its constitutional responsibilities. I appreciate, as 
always, your carefiil consideration of our submission and look forward to 
discussing our proposal with you. 

Madam Chair, Ranking Member Aderholt, this concludes my prepared 
statement. We would be pleased to respond to any questions that you or 
other Members of the subcommittee might have. 


'For additional information on GAO’s fiscal year 2009 accomplishments, see GAO’s 
Performance & Accountability Report, Fiscal Year 2009, and Summary of GAO's 
Peiformance and Financial Ii\formation, Fiscal Year 2009, available at 
htlpy'/www.gao.gov/about/suategic.html. Examples of how GAO assisted the nation and 
selected issues on which senior GAO officials testified at concessional hearings in fiscal 
year 2009 is included in appendixes I and U. 
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Appendix I: How GAO Assisted the Nation, 
Fiscal Year 2009 



How GAO Assisted the Nai ion • Fiscal Year 2009 
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accmtatabiltty of the federal assistance available fluougb the .Recovery Act 
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prevent fnnid, waste, and ab»?se 'of federal fsinds 
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intemaiionai forums 


Page I 


GAO-10-451T 


Appendix II: Selected Testimony Issues, 
Fiscal Year 2009 



Selecti^ Testimomy Issues • Fiscal Year 2009 
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GAO’s Mission 

The Government Accountability Office, the audit, evaluation, and 
investigative arm of Congress, exists to support Congress in meeting its 
constitutional responsibilities and to help improve the performance and 
accountability of the federal government for the American people. GAO 
examines the use of public fimds; evaluates federal programs and policies; 
and provides walyses, recommendations, and other assistance to help 
Congress make informed oversight, policy, and funding decisions. GAO’s 
commitment to good government is reflected in its core values of 
accountability, integrity, and reliability. 

Obtaining Copies of 
GAO Reports and 
Testimony 

The fastest and easiest way to obtain copies of GAO documents at no cost 
is through GAO’s Web site (www.gao.gov). Each weekday afternoon, GAO 
posts on its Web site newly released reports, testimony, and 
correspondence. To have GAO e-mail you a list of newly posted products, 
go to www.gao.gov and select “E-mail Updates.” 

Order by Phone 

The price of each GAO publication reflects GAO’s actual cost of 
production and distribution and depends on the number of pages In the 
publication and whether the publication is printed in color or black and 
white. Pricing and ordering information is posted on GAO's Web site, 
http://www.gao.gov/ordering.htm. 


Place orders by calling (202) 512-6000, toll free (866) 801-7077, or 

TDD (202) 512-2537. 


Orders may be paid for using American Express, Discover Card, 
MasterCard, Visa, check, or money order. Call for additional information. 

To Report Fraud, 
Waste, and Abuse in 
Federal Programs 

Contact: 

Web site: www.gao.gov/fraudnet/fraudnet.htm 

E-mail: frdudnet@gao.gov 

Automated answering system: (800) 424-5454 or (202) 612-7470 

Congressional 

Relations 

Ralph Dawn, Managing Director, dawnr@gao.gov, (202) 5124400 

U.S. Government Accountability Office, 441 G Street NW, Room 7125 
Washington, DC 20548 

Public Affairs 

Chuck Young, Managing Director, youngcl@gao.gov, (202) 5124800 

U.S. Government Accountability Office, 441 G Street NW, Room 7149 
Washington, DC 20548 


O 

Please Print orr Recycled Paf«r 


228 


GAO’S REQUEST TO MAINTAIN CURRENT RECOVERY ACT STAFF LEVEL 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Your largest increase, Mr. Dodaro, is 
144 FTEs that will work on the Recovery Act programs, and given 
that that is a finite program, how long will GAO’s Recovery Act 
work continue? 

And to me it seems like the 144 FTEs are for work that is tem- 
porary, and you are adding a whole lot of FTEs that at some point 
in the future you are not going to be able to sustain because you 
are not going to have the work that they need. And again, like 
many a good agencies head, you can never have enough employees, 
but it puts pressure on our budget and your request when you are 
only asking for employees that we view as temporary. 

Mr. Dodaro. Right. Well, from the beginning we also viewed this 
FTE level as temporary. I would point out that the way we staffed 
the Recovery Act oversight is by bringig back a number of reem- 
ployed annuitants who are temporary; used term employees who 
are temporary; and only brought on board, people that we can ab- 
sorb through attrition going forward. 

We have approached this staffing carefully from the very begin- 
ning to ensure we did not put ourselves or the committee in the 
position to say that we now have these people, and we are asking 
you to support them. Our proposal going forward is to continue to 
maintain this staffing level to support the Recovery Act, only as 
long as the Recovery Act expenditures continue. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. For how long do think that work will 
continue? 

Mr. Dodaro. Of the $120 billion which remains to be allocated 
to State and local governments, $63 billion will be allocated in fis- 
cal year 2011, and the remaining funds will be allocated between 
fiscal year 2012 through to 2019, when it begins to phase out. We 
would phase out our work and staffing levels along the lines in 
which the money would phase out. We may need some kind of tran- 
sition assistance, but our goal would be to phase out over time the 
number of FTEs we need. 

We are not trying to add this staffing level into the base. We are 
trying to be responsive to the mandates in the law where the most 
significant outlays will occur in this fiscal year and next fiscal year. 
We would develop a plan to reduce the scope of work and the FTEs 
over time consistent with the planned spending levels. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And then eventually phase the em- 
ployees out? 

Mr. Dodaro. Yes. 

GAO MANAGEMENT AND UNION NEGOTIATIONS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We had an opportunity during the 
public witness hearing to hear from Ron La Due Lake, who is the 
union representative for GAO, and I really would like you to talk 
about the impasse that you appear to be at when it comes to merit 
pay raises. I know that you were able to set merit pay raises for 
nonmanagement, for nonbargaining unit employees, so where are 
we on that? And let me just tell you that I come from the stand- 
point of strongly encouraging you to move off the dime and get this 
done. 
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Mr. Dodaro. We have reached agreement on the pay for develop- 
mental staff, and are using an interest-based collective bargaining 
process. I am very pleased we are able to do that. We have begun 
the mediation process, as you mentioned in your opening state- 
ment, and set an aggressive schedule for the remainder of the 
month, if necessary, to be able to complete it. We are going into it 
with optimism that we can strike an accord, and can do it in a way 
that won’t compromise our ability down the road to meet some of 
our workload demands. 

GAO’S ROLE IN TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENTS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. I want to ask you about the 
technology assessments. We have over the last several fiscal years 
appropriated $ 21/2 million to fund technology assessment studies. 
Tell me about how you have used those funds, what studies have 
been produced. 

The reason that I am asking is that the concern grows each year 
because more and more Members and more and more organizations 
are continuing to press for the reestablishment of the Office of 
Technology Assessment, and while GAO’s work is highly regarded, 
the feeling is that it is not an appropriate substitute for the work 
that OTA used to do. 

Mr. Dodaro. I would like to take the opportunity to introduce 
Tim Persons, the Chief Scientist at GAO. We have recently hired 
Tim who comes from the Intel Community and has Ph.Ds in phys- 
ical sciences and biomedical engineering. 

We have hired five additional staff with the funds that have been 
provided who have nuclear, chemical, electrical and industrial engi- 
neering backgrounds needed to do technology assessments. Also, as 
I have pointed out in past budget submissions, more and more of 
the work we are being asked to do at the GAO has a science and 
technology component. So this team — and other people we have al- 
ready had on board help support our work in scientific issues, the 
nuclear area, and other areas — which accounts for about 10 or 15 
percent of our total workload. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. That is different than technology as- 
sessment. The 2 V 2 million is not to augment your workload. 

Mr. Dodaro. I understand. But I want to fully use the talents 
that we have. 

On technology assessments, we have been doing one looking at 
explosive detection technology for passenger rail. That report will 
be issued in May. We started one on the technology for 
geoengineering, which is dealing with technologies that remove car- 
bon dioxide from the environment and also with the reflection of 
solar rays, hich helps cool the Earth. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Are those assessments being done at 
a request of a Member or a committee Chair? 

Mr. Dodaro. A committee Chair. But we are trying, as we had 
talked before about getting broad-based support. On the first one, 
as you requested, I met with Congressman Holt, and he agreed on 
that. We have a list of other areas we are going to start. The 
geoengineering ones are at the request of the House Committee on 
Science. And so we are going to involve other people and share that 
information with them. That should be done this fall. 
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We are going to start another one this June, and I am focused 
on looking at technologies to help in the detection of nuclear, bio- 
logical and chemical threats; in other words, sensors and things of 
that nature that protect the homeland and protect people. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. That request is from when? 

Mr. Dodaro. That is one we are going to be talking with a num- 
ber of people about. We don’t have a request yet. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. That is generating an area that 

Mr. Dodaro. There are a number of people in Congress who are 
interested in this area and we have talked to all of them to try to 
get consensus on what would be a good area for us to start in. As 
we have discussed before, while some believe we don’t have the full 
ability to replicate OTA, I think that it is a matter of resource con- 
straints, not because we don’t have the capability to be able to do 
it. I remain open to increasing GAO’s capabilities in consultation 
with you to try to provide Congress with the right type of informa- 
tion that is needed. 

We are going to need to expand our capabilities if we are going 
to help the Congress deal with increasing sophistication in satellite 
systems, weapon systems, homeland security, detection capabilities, 
and climate change. All of these areas require the application of 
science and technology, and we need to have the capabilities to pro- 
vide that type of support. 

As I mentioned before, we also have a standing contract with the 
National Academy of Sciences to augment our skills, and for which 
we are using some of the money when we need to to have panels 
of experts from that community help us. So this is a really impor- 
tant area. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I think it is just something we are 
still struggling to decide, whether or not it is appropriate for you 
to continue to do it, or for us to reestablish OTA and have a dedi- 
cated office whose focus is science. 

gad’s efforts in IRAQ, AFGHANISTAN, AND PAKISTAN 

Mr. Aderholt. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Of course, GAO is in the process of reviewing U.S. efforts related 
to Afghanistan, Iraq and Pakistan, including reviewing the efforts 
of drawing down resources in Iraq. Providing more resources to Af- 
ghanistan and the retooling of operations in Pakistan, would you 
expand to the committee a little bit on the efforts that GAO is un- 
dertaking in this region and how you are staffing this effort? 

Mr. Dodaro. Certainly, that is a very good question. So far we 
have done about 150 reports on the Iraq situation since the war 
began, as well as in the Afghanistan area. I have testified on our 
work in Iraq, and on our recommendations that the U.S. needs to 
develop more integrated strategic plans. We have provided the tes- 
timony on Pakistan as well, in terms of what the U.S. strategy was 
before. 

What we are currently looking at and have issued reports on is 
the plans at DOD to downsize in Iraq. During the first Persian 
Gulf War back in the early 1990s, it took about 15 months to move 
all the equipment out. That was far less involved in terms of equip- 
ment, personnel, et cetera. There are complications in bringing the 
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contractors out. You have to make arrangements with other coun- 
tries to move the material through those countries. So we are look- 
ing at DOD’s plans. 

We are also looking at, Congressman Aderholt, the efforts to 
train the Afghanistan Police Force, and their army to stand up the 
institutions that are necessary for that government to function. We 
have done the same thing in Iraq. We have looked at the controls 
over the funding that is provided to Pakistan and made some rec- 
ommendations to DOD to better track the money and the weapons 
provided to the Afghan Security Forces. So we are looking at those 
types of assistance in providing a lot of support to the Congress. 

There are a lot of logistical challenges that are different in Af- 
ghanistan, such as moving equipment around within the country. 

Our people have been there. We have had three people in Bagh- 
dad on 6-month rotation assignments for a while now. We are 
thinking about how to establish a presence in that area. We pro- 
vide constant briefings to the committees on this, both in a classi- 
fied sense and nonclassified sense. Our people really, have done a 
very good job understanding the situation, ferreting out the com- 
plexities, and making practical recommendations. I would expect 
that to continue through the completion of those efforts. 

GAO ATTRITION 

Mr. Aderholt. You mentioned attrition a little bit earlier, and 
I think over 300 full-time employees’ attrition; is that correct? 

Mr. Dodaro. On average over the last decade, we attrit about 
300 staff annually — about 10 percent of the GAO workforce. About 
half of the attritions retire and half move on for other reasons. And 
given the marketability and the highly trained and skilled work- 
force we have, we think that is a pretty good retention rate. 

But the last year and so far this year, attrition is down to about 
6 percent. We have had less than 200 people leave the agency this 
year. Obviously some people are deferring retirement, given the 
economic situation. Other jobs aren’t as available as they usually 
are. So attrition is lower than it has been in the past. 

Mr. Aderholt. What do you anticipate again for the coming 
year? 

Mr. Dodaro. I think we are still at about 6 percent. 

Mr. Aderholt. And probably to the economy is probably what 
you are attributing that to, the overall economic stability. 

Mr. Dodaro. Right. But we also work hard to attract and retain 
our people. 

Mr. Aderholt. I know you are ranked one of the top in the Fed- 
eral Government, so that is certainly something you should be 
proud of 

That is all I have. Thank you. 

GAO’S INVOLVEMENT WITH THE CAPITOL POLICE BUDGET 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I want to talk to you about the Cap- 
itol Police budget, which is something the GAO has been involved 
in reviewing, given their fiscal challenges and trouble getting it 
right in recent years. You know, we have now discovered that the 
police budget fiscal year 2011 request was built on quicksand at 
best and has to be amended by about $9 million. Can you talk to 
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the committee about why GAO didn’t catch the request? I know 
they caught it earlier than the point at which you were involved, 
but can you enlighten us on that? And then I would really like your 
perspective, because you have been with GAO for so long, on what 
can be done to address the serious fiscal mismanagement in the 
Capitol Police. 

Mr. Dodaro. First, as you point out, we were required, within 
30 days after the budget submission, to review the Capitol Police’s 
budget and look at some of the assumptions and validate the infor- 
mation. We received that on January 19th. We started to review 
the information, focusing first on the overtime area, because that 
was a big concern in the past, and then we turned our attention 
to the salary and benefit assumptions. 

We started raising questions in early February about this and 
asked the police for additional information. We received spread- 
sheets and other information from them that differed from what 
was in the budget submission, and so we flagged this area and had 
some concerns. We were in the process of trying to ask them for 
more information and weren’t getting a lot of complete information. 
We were asking questions along the same lines, and then the 
shortfall became 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And then they announced it. 

Mr. Dodaro. It became public. 

So now, what can be done? I think this is an area where we can 
make a very valuable contribution. We need to talk to their finan- 
cial auditors. Past financial audits there have noted some weak- 
nesses in the payroll processing. We need to go in and do a lot 
more in-depth analysis to find out what the root cause is of the sit- 
uation, much more than we can do in a 30-day period of time, and 
really identify why this happened, what can be done to fix it, and 
to make sure that it doesn’t happen again in terms of procedures, 
controls and having the proper people. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. The Capitol Police previously was not 
responsible for their budget, and I am not confident that they 
should continue to be responsible for their budget, given the re- 
peated errors. We are waiting for the IG report, but what are your 
thoughts? The GAO used to handle the budget for the Capitol Po- 
lice, correct? 

Mr. Dodaro. There were parts — not totally, not 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You were far more involved than you 
have been recently. 

Mr. Dodaro. Well, there were a lot of problems in the adminis- 
trative area historically, and we were mandated to do a number of 
reviews in financial management, and IT. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You were never exclusively respon- 
sible for the Capitol Police budget? 

Mr. Dodaro. Not that I recall. We were providing some assist- 
ance in the payroll area, but I am not sure exactly. This was maybe 
10 years ago, so there hasn’t been anything in recent times. Obvi- 
ously it compromises our independence to be able to go in and 
audit if we are carrying out an administrative role. We don’t typi- 
cally do those type of things, so we can be independent and give 
advice. But I will commit to you that we can get deeply involved 
here and try to help figure out what the situation is to correct it. 
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assuming the police would maintain the responsibilities, and then 
there are other options that you could consider. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Another option might be to have some 
other entity maintain responsibility, and you still have oversight, 
and just have some tangential connection. 

Mr. Dodaro. One of the difficult challenges, though, is the man- 
agers, in this case the chief of police, is responsible for staffing and 
protecting the Congress, and the accounting function is really going 
to be less 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. That is my point. 

Mr. Dodaro. They are just going to keep having to basically ac- 
count for decisions that are already made by management. There 
has to be an interrelationship, and accountability has to be with 
the head of agency. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You wouldn’t have a coal miner run 
a restaurant; it just doesn’t fit. It is too disparate a skill set. So 
thank you. 

Mr. Dodaro. If you would like, with your consultation, we will 
proceed and try to do some additional 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I would like to continue to consult 
with you on how we may address the concerns. 

Mr. Dodaro. Sure. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. My time is expired. Do you have any- 
thing else? 

Mr. Aderholt. I am fine. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I just have one more, and then I am 
done. 


INTELLIGENCE AUDIT CHALLENGES 

On the intelligence programs, I know you have had some issues 
auditing the intelligence programs. The intelligence authorization 
bills for the House and Senate passed. I thought we dealt with this 
issue; we made it clear that GAO should be able to audit certain 
programs. Are you lacking in authority to audit intelligence pro- 
grams if we required you to do so? Is there any additional language 
that you need? Are there obstacles being put in your path? Help 
us with the challenges that you are facing. 

Mr. Dodaro. Sure. This has been an historical 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I will tell you this is a real issue for 
me. I have started to explore the so-called black budgets, and there 
has been precious little oversight, and it is really disturbing. 

Mr. Dodaro. Well, we believe we have the authority. The lan- 
guage in the bills that you mentioned, the reauthorization bills, 
was to reaffirm the authority that we believe we have. Historically, 
there is a 1988 opinion by the Justice Department that disagrees 
with that. The administration’s position over the years has been 
that Congress has set up their own committees to oversee the Intel- 
ligence Community, and they disagree that GAO has the authority. 

We have countered that. We don’t believe that is true. We believe 
that we have the authority, we have the people with the clear- 
ances, we have the people with the skills, we can help. What we 
are lacking is cooperation from the Intelligence Community and the 
support of the Congress and the Intelligence Committees to get in- 
volved. And we think we can do that, but we haven’t had 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Is it the view of the Intelligence Com- 
munity and the administration that there isn’t the right for Con- 
gress to review their spending and their practices? 

Mr. Dodaro. Well, they take issue with GAO’s authority. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Well, who do they think has the au- 
thority, anybody? 

Mr. Dodaro. I believe their position is the Congress through the 
Intelligence Committees. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Because we delegate you. 

Mr. Dodaro. Right. You will find no disagreement with me. 
Madam Chair, on this issue. We think it is clear even without the 
additional support. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. There is a different type of account- 
ability that you engage in than the committees do. Of course, we 
hold the Intelligence Community accountable, and we hold hear- 
ings, and they have an appropriation subcommittee that handles 
that now. What else do you need? 

Mr. Dodaro. We just need the clear language. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. More clear language. 

Mr. Dodaro. More clear language. Either one of the things will 
do it, but we need the Congress to provide support to get the infor- 
mation we need from the Intelligence Community going forward. It 
has been an historic problem, and I think we can help the commit- 
tees. This is along the lines of Congressman Ruppersberger’s ques- 
tion before as well. I had the same conversation with him. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I am going to work with the Intel- 
ligence Committee and the relevant appropriations subcommittee 
here, the select committee, to try to get this resolved. 

Mr. Dodaro. Very good. 

APPRECIATION OF GAO AND CBO EMPLOYEES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So thank you very much. Thank you 
for your work. We appreciate it. 

Mr. Dodaro. Thank you very much. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Please thank the employees of GAO, 
and actually if anyone is here left from CBO as well, how much we 
appreciate all your work. We know you put in a ton of hours, and 
on behalf of the American people, we appreciate it. 

Mr. Dodaro. Thank you very much. I know they appreciated 
your sentiment last year at the hearing. I communicated that to 
them, and I will do so this year. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. It can never be said too much. 

Mr. Dodaro. I agree. Thank you very much. 

[Questions for the record follow:] 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

Chair Debbie Wasserman Schultz 

Gene Dodaro, Acting Comptroller General 
FY2011 Budget of the Government Accountability Office 


staffing 

Question: GAO's request includes $21.6 million to support 144 FTE for Recovery Act work. 
Please detail the long term staffing plan for recovery act oversight and a brief outline of planned 
work and how that complies with mandates for GAO outlined in Public Law 111-5. 

ANSWER: GAO's work to meet its mandated reporting requirements in the Recovery Act 
includes bi-monthly reviews of the billions of dollars of funding provided to selected states and 
localities, and reviews of quarterly reports submitted from recipients of Recovery Act funds 
estimating the number of jobs created and retained by the projects or activities for which funds 
were expended. 

In FY 2010 - 2011, GAO projects 144 FTEs annually to meet the mandate oversight requirements 
for programs administered by certain states and localities. About half of these staff are 
permanent GAO staff redeployed to Recovery Act oversight; the remaining staff are temporary 
employees (reemployed annuitants and term hires). Approximately 85% of Recovery Act 
funding to programs administered by the states and localities is estimated to be paid out by the 
end of FY 2012, although funding is expected to continue to flow to the states and localities 
through FY 2019. Starting in FY 2012, GAO would begin a transition to absorb the permanent 
staff assigned to Recovery Act work back into the base behind attrition. We also will adjust the 
level of the temporary workforce as necessary to ensure that GAO is adequately staffed to 
address the changing nature of the Recovery Act funding, which shifts largely to infrastructure 
programs during the out years (transportation, community development, and energy and 
environment) and will have longer term spending impacts that will be reflected in our recipient 
reporting requirements. 

Question: How many people is GAO estimating will retire or leave In fiscal year 2010? 

ANSWER: We estimate that about 200 staff will leave in FY 2010— a reduction from our initial 
estimate of 225 staff. This change in attrition increases our salary costs by about $2 million a 
year and has been appropriately reflected in our operating plan. Our FY 2010 attrition level is 
significantly below the level of attrition GAO experienced between fiscal years 2004 and 2008 
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when annual attrition rates averaged about 10 percent of our staff. In FY 2009, attrition 
dropped to about 6 percent. Our FY 2011 attrition estimate is 235 staff. 

Question; How many staff do you have assigned to international posts? What is the fiscal year 
2011 budget for staff assigned internationally? 

ANSWER; We currently maintain a presence of 2-3 staff assigned to Baghdad on a 3-4 month 
rotating basis to do audit work to support congressional requests and mandates, and provide 
logistical support for other GAO teams conducting short-term assignments in various locations 
in the Middle East, including Iraq. 

In addition, GAO is working with the Department of State to establish a field presence in 
Afghanistan. This effort reflects increased US resources being directed toward the region and 
will facilitate our ability to support Congress on key issues concerning the implementation of US 
strategy in Afghanistan and Pakistan. It will also enable us to respond to recent Congressional 
multi-year reporting mandates. As has been the case in Iraq, GAO's in-country presence in 
Afghanistan will be critical in supporting numerous GAO engagements related to issues in the 
region by providing on-the-ground access to senior military and diplomatic leaders, early 
information on changing US plans and conditions, as well as first hand observations regarding 
conditions in the field. Our fiscal year 2011 budget includes $2.5 million to support these 
assignments, which includes reimbursement to Dept of State for security and administrative 
support. 


Technology Assessments 

Question; Does the GAO budget request include $2.5 million for the continuation of technology 
assessments? If so, please provide a summary of planned activities for fiscal year 2011 with 
those funds, 

ANSWER; Our fiscal year 2011 budget includes staff support which is the equivalent of 8 FTE 
and $500,000 for contract support for continuation of technology assessments. In fiscal year 
2011, after completing the ongoing geoengineering technology assessment that we started in FY 
2010, we plan to initiate two technology assessments, one on neutron detection technologies 
used in detecting nuclear materials and another focused on counterterrorism technologies for 
detecting chemical, biological, and nuclear threats. We are currently conducting outreach 
meetings with Congressional committees and we will select the specific topic for the 
counterterrorism technology assessment based on the outcome of the outreach. 


Workload 


Question; According to Mr. Dodaro's written statement, GAO responded to requests from 
every standing committee of the House and the Senate and over 70 percent of their 
subcommittees. 

• Is that normal compared to other years? 
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• Has GAO had to decline work because of workload? 


ANSWER: Yes, our level of requests from Committees has remained relatively consistent from 
fiscal year 2006-09. Our FY 2011 budget request seeks fund to continue to maintain this level of 
service. 

In fiscal year 2009, we accepted the majority of the requests received from senior congressional 
leaders and committee leader requests, but often had to delay the start of work for several 
months until the staff with the required expertise became available. Due to limited resources, 
we typically decline individual member requests and refer these requests to other audit entities 
for their consideration. 


Budget 

Question: Please summarize the impacts of a flat fiscal year 2011 budget for the record with 
particular focus on staff and mission impact. 

ANSWER: A flat funding rate would significantly impair GAO's ability to serve the Congress on 
the full range of issues for which we receive requests and statutory mandates and negatively 
impact our timely provision of the services we would provide. In order to operate at a flat 
funding level (FY 2010 level) in FY 2011, GAO would need to significantly reduce planned hiring 
and staffing levels by up to 150 staff through FY 2011, beginning in FY 2010. This staffing 
reduction will negatively impact our ability to respond in a timely manner to continuing and new 
mandates, such as the Recovery Act and the annual report to the Congress on duplicative and 
wasteful programs. This would not only reduce the staffing resources devoted to Recovery Act 
oversight by almost 60 percent, it would also severely impact staff available to support other 
congressional engagements. 

In order to even maintain this reduced staffing level and absorb mandatory pay and non-pay 
inflationary increases in FY 2011, we would also need to reduce or defer critical infrastructure 
investments including security improvements in our field locations and potentially implement up 
to six furlough days in FY 2011. 
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Opening Remarks — Chair Wasserman Schultz 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Ms. Chrisler, you are up. Good after- 
noon. This is the part of the hearing for the smallest agency for the 
smallest appropriations bill. That is why the room is now essen- 
tially clear. 

So this is our opportunity to talk to Ms. Chrisler, the Executive 
Director of the Office of Compliance, about the budget request. This 
year OOC is requesting $4.8 million for fiscal year 2011, which is 
an 11 percent increase over last year’s level. 

I realize you have a small budget relative to other agencies, but 
an important role to make sure that we can continue to provide a 
safe, and productive, and hospitable working environment for our 
employees and our visitors. 

I would really like to hear about your ongoing work with the Ar- 
chitect of the Capitol — they are going to be testifying this after- 
noon, more like in a couple of hours — and how you prioritize life 
safety issues based on our unique aging Capitol complex needs. 
And I would like to, as we usually want to, hear from you on your 
outreach to Members and committee staff. At the end of the day, 
I need to know what the “got to haves” versus the “like to haves” 
are. 

I look forward to hearing from you. Your full statement will be 
entered into the record, and after Mr. Aderholt, you may proceed 
for 5 minutes. 


Opening Remarks — Mr. Aderholt 

Mr. Aderholt. Congratulations on your 15th year. 

Ms. Chrisler. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. As someone who just celebrated my 14th year on 
the Hill, I congratulate you on that. 

You state in your testimony that there is an estimate of 6,000 
hazards in the present Congress, which is a drop from previous 
Congresses is my understanding. What type of hazards are most 
prevalent that you find? 

Ms. Chrisler. I will be happy to answer that after I give my 
opening remarks. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. She has to give her opening remarks. 

Mr. Aderholt. I look forward to hearing your testimony. 

Opening Statement — M s. Chrisler 

Ms. Chrisler. Thank you. I thank you both. It is a pleasure for 
me to be here and represent the Office of Compliance. 

I would like to make a correction for the record, if I could. The 
budget request that we have presented is a 6.82 percent increase 
over fiscal year 2010, about $4.68 million. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. You will have to take that up 
with my staff because they have a different number. 

Ms. Chrisler. Thank you. We will make sure that we do that, 
because certainly one of the aspects of our request and one of the 
largest considerations of our request for fiscal year 2011 was to be 
mindful of the economic situation that we are all facing, and that 
increase is certainly not reflective of the efforts that our agency has 
made to keep in mind the fiscal constraints that everyone is oper- 
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ating under. So I do want to emphasize that we have made many 
strides in not only acknowledging the current economic situation, 
hut making the necessary adjustments within our budget request 
to ensure that is reflected in the work that we do. 

So commenting on your comment, Mr. Aderholt, with respect to 
our 15th anniversary, it is not just the 15th anniversary of the Of- 
fice of Compliance, it is the 15th anniversary of the Congressional 
Accountability Act. And we do work for you, and we are here to 
thank you for the support of our agency and thank you for allowing 
us to do the good work for Congress. And because of the support 
of this Subcommittee, we have been able to raise awareness of safe- 
ty and health on the Hill resulting in an increase of four times the 
Safe Office Awards during the 111th Congress than the 110th Con- 
gress. I would like to congratulate you. Madam Chair, and you, Mr. 
Aderholt, for leading by example, because both of your offices were 
recipients of our award this year. So thank you for that leadership. 

Again, the Subcommittee’s dedication to safety issues in the Cap- 
itol power plant utility tunnels and the abatement of those hazards 
allowed our office to prioritize properly monitoring that process, 
and we appreciate your assistance there. 

In addition, we have increased our services to sister agencies, 
providing educational workshops and training sessions at the sug- 
gestion of this Subcommittee. 

So I highlight these areas not just to show the progress that has 
been made within these 15 years under the Congressional Account- 
ability Act, but to thank you for your continued support, and to em- 
phasize that we will be carrying out these programs and other pro- 
grams without asking for additional resources except where abso- 
lutely essential. 

There are three areas wherein the OOC has requested additional 
funding, and that is safety and health, to develop a risk assessment 
approach to inspections; IT infrastructure, to update and enhance 
our IT security; and human capital, to provide mandatory salary 
increases and minimal merit increases. 

The technical guidance that we provide in the area of safety and 
health is well received and results in cost savings, and we want to 
continue this type of service and increase the cost savings in the 
legislative branch. And from the language in the fiscal year 2010 
legislative branch appropriations conference committee report, you 
want us to continue that service, too. 

In line with that report, we anticipate developing a cooperative 
and cost-efficient approach to the identification and correction of 
safety and health hazards. The approach will be risk-based and, as 
the report indicated, focused on those areas which would yield the 
most reduction of risk to human health and safety. And as we see 
it, those areas involve workplaces and work activities that pose the 
biggest risk to safety. We work very closely with employing offices 
as we develop this approach. 

As my written statement indicates, our communications and IT 
systems are antiquated and do not provide a cost-effective way of 
securing information. Our current system of two computers per em- 
ployees is an administrative burden on our staff and not cost-effi- 
cient, and it is cumbersome. So the funding we seek will allow us 
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to migrate the two networks into a single system, while maintain- 
ing security for confidentiality purposes. 

The balance of our request is for mandatory cost-of-living in- 
creases, minimal staff increases and associate benefits. 

As I mentioned earlier, we understand the fiscal constraints of 
our environment, and in the spirit of cooperation, we have pre- 
sented a budget request with minimal increases, only those nec- 
essary to allow us to continue to serve you in the areas of safety 
and health, and ensuring confidentiality in the information that we 
maintain, and to retain the talented workforce that we have. 

Though we have a need for additional resources to assist with 
our inspections of over 17 million square feet of space in the D.C. 
metro area alone, with an additional 1 million expected in fiscal 
year 2012 and 2013, we are not seeking those additional resources 
this year. We are working with OSHA to secure nonreimbursable 
detailees to fill the need. We are hopeful that a mutual exchange 
of services would be of benefit to both agencies at no cost to the 
government. 

So again, on behalf of the Board of Directors and the Office of 
Compliance, I thank you for your support of agency, and I am 
happy to answer the questions that you have. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Ms. Chrisler. 

[Ms. Chrisler’s prepared statement follows:] 
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PREPARED TESTIMONY 
TAMARA E. CHRISLER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE 
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
SUBCOMITTEE ON THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 
March 17, 2010 

Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholt, and distinguished Members of the Subcommittee, I am 
honored to appear before you today on behalf of the Office of Compliance ("OOC" or 
"Agency"). Joining me today are General Counsel Peter Ames Eveleth, Deputy Executive 
Director Barbara J. Sapin, Deputy Executive Director John P. Isa, Deputy General Counsel Susan 
M. Green, and Budget and Finance Officer Allan Holland. Collectively, we present to you the 
Agency's request for appropriations for fiscal year 2011, and we seek your support for our 
request. 

For fiscal year 2011, the Agency is requesting a total of $4,675,491, a $298,491 or 6.82% 
increase over the Agency's fiscal year 2010 appropriations level of $4,377,000. This funding 
would provide the Agency with the bare minimum resources necessary to continue its 
operations. This minimal increase includes funding for statutorily required inspections of 
legislative properties, the development and roll out of a risk-based assessment, essential 
improvements to our quickly aging and increasingly Inefficient IT infrastructure, as well as salary 
increases required by federal law. 

Before I go into the details of our request, however, I would be remiss if I did not 
acknowledge the Subcommittee's continued support for this Agency. As you may be aware, the 
Congressional Accountability Act is celebrating its 15**' anniversary this year. As we embark 
upon celebrating the successes Congress has achieved under this law, we must recognize the 
important role this Subcommittee has played: its vision and its support for this Agency and the 
work that we do. Because of this Subcommittee's steadfast assistance, the Office of 
Compliance has been able to continue to raise awareness of safety and health within our 
covered community. Just two weeks ago, the OOC presented four times as many Safe Office 
Awards as in the llO’'' Congress. These 154 Representatives and Senators ensured that their 
employees could work in and that constituents could visit Washington, D.C. offices that are free 
from hazards. These increased numbers are a result of the daily education efforts of our staff, 
along with cooperation from staff of the Office of the Architect of the Capitol, House and 
Senate Employment Counsel, and the Chief Administrative Officer. Without the recognition 
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from this Subcommittee of the importance of the OOC's safety and health services, and without 
substantial funding to provide these services, we would not be celebrating these safe and 
healthy Congressional workplaces. 

Because of this Subcommittee's dedication to the safety issues in the Capitol Power 
Plant utility tunnels, the abatement of these serious hazards was made a priority and the Office 
of Compliance was provided sufficient resources to properly monitor their abatement. What's 
more, this Subcommittee's leadership resulted in OOC pre-inspections of the Capitol Visitor 
Center ("CVC"), ensuring a safe workplace for Legislative Branch employees, as well as fire 
safety and full access for visitors with disabilities. 

This Subcommittee's interest in the work performed by the OOC does not end with its 
help in the area of safety and health. Because of the interest taken by this Subcommittee on 
alternative dispute resolution and its efficiencies, the Office of Compliance has increased its 
educational workshops provided to sister agencies. Because we implement and administer a 
dispute resolution system with a key focus on counseling and mediation to resolve disputes, an 
effort is made to resolve disputes at the front end. This approach results in lower costs for all 
parties and less workplace. 

We are providing training for new Congressional employees, up-to-date publications for 
Members, employing offices, and Congressional employees about their workplace rights and 
obligations under the CAA. Training and knowledge of the law are a central part of our job on 
Capitol Hill. We are proud of the work we do for you and we take pride in the fact that we do it 
nimbly, leanly, and efficiently. 

In addition, the OOC has been working with the Office of the Architect of the Capitol to 
implement a cost-effective approach to improving public access to Capitol Hill facilities for 
persons with disabilities. The goal is, in cooperation with the Architect of the Capitol's Office, as 
well as other employing offices, to focus resources on removing the barriers that will most 
improve access to the facilities for the least amount of cost. 

I highlight these programs to showcase the work that has been done and the progress 
that has been made in our legislative community because of this Subcommittee: your interest 
in our mission, and your support for our mission. We thank you. I also emphasize that we will 
be carrying out these programs in fiscal year 2011 without asking for additional resources 
except where it is absolutely essential. 
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STRATEGIC PLANNING 

As the Office of Compliance celebrates these and many other accomplishments, we look 
forward to the next fiscal year, ready with a new three year Strategic Plan. Although covering 
fiscal years 2010 through 2012, fiscal year 2011 will be the first fiscal year in which the Office 
has requested funding in support of this Plan. The Strategic Plan focuses the efforts of the OOC 
on providing technical guidance to agencies and employing offices, serving as a resource to the 
covered community, expanding our outreach efforts to raise awareness of our services, and 
strengthening our infrastructure to improve the quality of service we provide to our 
constituents. 

Our fiscal year 2011 request for appropriations supports the initiatives in our new 
strategic plan. Specifically, our budget request focuses on three major areas which are 
designed to support needed technical assistance to employing offices, as well as upgraded 
infrastructure for the Agency, and mandatory salary increases for staff, 


SAFETY AND HEALTH INSPEaiONS 

In line with the goals and initiatives in our Strategic Plan, the OOC requests funding to 
continue its cooperative and cost-efficient approach to the identification and correction of 
safety and health hazards. If funded as requested, our 2011 budget would support the ongoing 
development and implementation of the risk-based inspection and abatement approach that 
the Conference Committee on FY2010 Legislative Branch Appropriations directed OOC to 
institute. 

The OOC is completing its third successive wall-to-wall OSH inspection of legislative 
branch facilities on Capitol Hill. The area we inspect is vast: over 17 million square feet of 
property in the National Capital Area, including locations in Maryland and Virginia. As the 
covered community grows, so does the area we inspect, W/e do these inspections with a lean 
staff of inspectors whose role is critical. You provided us with funds to hire them because you 
recognized that by finding hazards and alerting employing offices about them, employing 
offices can abate these hazards one-by-one. The abatement trends are overwhelmingly 
positive and personify swift progress. The OOC has found that the number of hazards has 
dropped substantially during the most recent three Congresses: from 13,000 in the lOO'*" 
Congress to 9,000 in the llO* Congress to an estimated 6,000 in the present Congress. 

Even with these drastic reductions, there is still much to accomplish. Based on our 
thorough facility assessment over the years, the Agency is developing an approach to target the 
riskiest workplaces and work activities in the 112"' Congress. As our risk assessment approach 
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is still under development, the OOC is working very closely with the Office of the Architect of 
the Capitol's staff, as well as with other employing offices, to establish appropriate parameters. 
The OOC will work with employing offices to identify jobs and job sites that are inherently more 
dangerous: these may include, for example, the Capitol Power Plant and construction 
worksites. Our goal is to concentrate our limited resources where the risks are highest, to 
improve our ability to provide technical assistance focused on reducing on-the-job injuries and 
illnesses, and to remedy violations that pose serious threats to workers' safety. 

In light of the need to limit our appropriations request as much as possible, OOC has not 
requested funding for an additional safety and health inspector contractor, which we believe is 
needed. The authorization and funding provided in FY 2010 for an OSH Program Manager to 
replace the retiring detailee equips the OOC with necessary resources to continue supervising 
our safety and health inspectors, working with outside OSH experts, and providing expert 
technical advice to the General Counsel and guidance to OGC staff regarding the application of 
OSHA standards. However, this position alone will not make up for the resources needed to 
fully handle approximately one million additional square feet of Legislative Branch work space 
that is expected in FY 2011 and 2012. Ever-mindful of the financial constraints facing our 
Government, and with an eye toward being cost-conscious, the OOC is working with the 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration to obtain non-reimbursable detailees to provide 
temporary safety and health inspection services at no additional expense to this Agency. 


OOC INFRASTRUaURE 

The Office of Compliance's other focus during FY 2011 is funding for OOC infrastructure. 
Communication and IT systems replacement/upgrades are at a crucial stage for agency 
efficiency and progress. Our IT systems impact all the programs discussed above, from dispute 
resolution, to education and outreach, to the protection of confidential information handled by 
our Agency. To ensure such confidential information is protected, the Agency maintains a dual 
computer network: an internal system which secures confidential information and an external 
system through a server administered and maintained by the Library of Congress. The practice 
of maintaining two computers for each employee decreases efficiency and increases costs and 
administrative burden on the Agency. In an effort to work more productively and reduce 
administrative costs, we seek funding to migrate, the two networks into a single system. 

The balance of the increase that is being requested is for mandatory cost of living 
increases, minimal staff salary increases, and the associated benefits which allow the Office of 
Compliance to retain extremely high caliber employees to implement the programs described 
herein pursuant to the Congressional Accountability Act. 
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CONCLUSION 

The Agency approaches FY 2011 with heightened fiscal responsibility and an 
understanding that only minimal funding essential to meeting our mission may be available. 

We have examined our programs in conjunction with our statutory mandates, and we have 
made significant efforts to streamline our appropriations request to reflect the country's and 
the government's current economic difficulties. With that understanding, we present to the 
Subcommittee oniy those items necessary to meet our statutory mandates. The three items 
discussed herein - risk-based inspections' approach, IT improvements, and mandatory salary 
increases - are the three major items that comprise our minimal increase of $298,491. Funding 
for these items will allow the Agency to continue to provide needed services and technical 
assistance to the covered community. 

On behalf of the Board of Directors and the entire staff of the Office of Compliance, I 
thank you for your support of this Agency. ! would be pleased to answer any questions. 


5 
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WITHIN-GRADE PAY INCREASES AND PROMOTIONS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I only have a few questions. One is 
just on the record that you were attempting to correct. The 11 per- 
cent increase is based on — we have to use the request submitted 
through the Executive Office of the President, so that is an 11 per- 
cent increase based over last year. If you are amending your budg- 
et request, it will reflect the difference, but the actual request is 
an 11 percent increase. 

Ms. Chrisler. And we have made that amendment. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. That will certainly help. 

The issue of pay step increases for permanent staff, that is your 
most significant increase in your budget request, and most agencies 
absorb those increases, so I am wondering why you are not doing 
that. 

Ms. Chrisler. With respect to the merit promotion? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. The pay step. 

Ms. Chrisler. The mandatory? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. The pay step increases that you have 
in your budget request. Most of the other agencies absorb those in- 
creases; they are not part of the budget request. 

Ms. Chrisler. And routinely we have. This is an item that we 
included to ensure that we have the funding, and the proper fund- 
ing, for those increases. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Do you anticipate not being able to 
absorb the increase this year like you have in other years? 

Ms. Chrisler. Depending on the level of funding that we are 
given from the Appropriations Committee. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Well, assuming that we are going to 
require you to absorb it like we normally do, what is it that you 
wouldn’t be able to do in that event? 

Ms. Chrisler. May I have a moment? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Yes. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Chrisler. Thank you. 

We are able to absorb the mandatory pay increase, which some 
know as cost of living. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. There is no such thing as a manda- 
tory increase. There is nothing requiring an increase. We have in- 
creases as part of the year-to-year budgetary process, but manda- 
tory isn’t there. 

Ms. Chrisler. What I am referring to is the increase that is di- 
rected by the Congress, directed by the President to provide to em- 
ployees. That is an increase that we have absorbed and can absorb. 
We have included that in our budget request because it is difficult 
for us to absorb that increase. It is a very small agency with a very 
small budget. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Noted. 

OFFICE SPACE AND INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

Can you talk about your ongoing challenge with office space and 
information technology? You touched on information technology 
and the problem that growth has caused you in your current space. 
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Ms. Chrisler. Thank you for the question. I appreciate being 
able to address it on the record. 

We have, since the inception of the agency, which is 1996, have 
been in the same location, which is a very good location for the 
work that we do. It is equidistant for staff in the House office 
buildings and the Senate office buildings to visit our office. And the 
work that we do is, as I stated, confidential, so staff come to us in 
an effort to maintain that confidence, and sometimes during their 
lunch hour, during the day. So it is important that they be able to 
access us during the day. It is important that they be able to access 
us and continue to maintain the confidence of our programs. So the 
very anonymous location that we have as far as the confidence in 
the Adams Building is helpful for staff to come and visit us. 

That being said, the space that we have has outgrown oper- 
ations. We have a staff of 22 FTEs, we have permanent daily con- 
tractors, we have other contractors. We have a Board of Directors 
of five. We have interns. We would like to have more detailees. We 
are trying to get more detailees for our safety and health program. 
The challenge that we have now is where to put them. This sub- 
committee has been our champion for attaining space in the past, 
and we continue to work with you and your staff on that issue. 

Where we are now is at an impasse with respect to additional 
space in the Library. The Library has graciously offered an assess- 
ment of the space that we have, and they have determined that we 
currently are housed in about 5,800 square feet, and for the num- 
ber of employees, and the number of contractors, and the number 
of total staff that we have, we need about 9,800 square feet of 
space. 

There are plans, of course, for the distant future for the FOB 8 
building. Of course, that will incur costs, because right now being 
maintained within the Library of Congress building, there are a lot 
of services and resources that we receive from the Library through 
an interagency agreement and otherwise that would be shifted, and 
there are certain costs that are otherwise not seen now that would 
be seen later, especially with our infrastructure and our IT serv- 
ices. 

That being said, the Library has also began discussions of tem- 
porary space, of rooms that we might make use of for our overflow 
of our staff. There is space that the Library has dedicated, a suite 
space just north of our office, that, as I understand it, has been va- 
cant for at least 4 years, but that has recently been occupied by Li- 
brary staff. That space is space that I have been very vocal 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Coveting. 

Ms. Chrisler. Yes. And I will continue to do so because it is 
ideal, and I believe that it would be a cost-efficient way to meet the 
needs that this agency has. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But my understanding of the problem 
is that that is swing space that the Library wishes to preserve as 
swing space for the Library. 

Ms. Chrisler. That is my understanding as well, and it is my 
understanding also that it has not been used. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 



248 


TYPES OF HAZARDS IDENTIFIED 

Mr. Aderholt. Now on to my question. The estimated 6,000 haz- 
ards that were noted, which is a drop from previous Congresses, 
what type of hazard does seem to he most prevalent in this area? 

Ms. Chrisler. We see a lot of electrical hazards. We see a lot of 
what we call daisy chains, which is an electric cord plugged into 
an electric cord, plugged into an electric cord, which is a fire haz- 
ard. So there are fire hazards, and there are electrical hazards and 
trip-and-fall hazards. 

And I will check with my general counsel on this, most of the 
hazards that we see are not the most serious, what we rank as 
RAC 1 and RAC 2. We have a risk assessment code where we rank 
the severity of hazards and the potential dangers that the hazards 
present. Most of 6,000 that we see are not of the RAC 1 and RAC 
2 nature. 

So we are looking at a relatively large number in comparison to 
what we see, a small number. Within the last three Congresses, we 
have seen a reduction of over 50 percent in the hazards that we 
have identified. It is in large part due to the education efforts of 
our inspections team, but an even larger part due to the coopera- 
tion that we have received from Senate Employment Counsel, 
House Employment Counsel, the Chief Administrative Officer of 
the House and Member offices. So it is wonderful progress. We are 
really, really happy to see it. So the majority of those hazards are 
not life-threatening. 

Mr. Aderholt. Do you anticipate further decline? 

Ms. Chrisler. Absolutely. As the Committee has directed and 
suggested to us, because we will continue to conduct our inspec- 
tions, and continue to educate, and continue to provide the tech- 
nical guidance that we do, we are hopeful that our efforts can focus 
on those areas where the most serious hazards have the potential 
of exposure, those being workplaces and work activities where haz- 
ards could be common. And we want to work closely with the em- 
ploying offices as we work through the program to have the risk 
assessment-based approach to our inspections. 

IMPACT OF A ZERO GROWTH BUDGET 

Mr. Aderholt. What would be the impact of the zero growth to 
your budget? 

Ms. Chrisler. Well, as I mentioned, we have really focused our 
efforts to minimize our request and really look at the “need to 
haves” and not the “nice to haves,” if I can borrow a phrase from 
Madam Chair. 

So we have got the risk-based assessment inspection program 
that we are requesting additional funding for, because that is an 
extremely important program. We will try to limp along as best we 
can to develop and implement that program. I can’t say how far, 
how much program we would have with that, but we certainly 
would not abandon that program. That is our major priority. 

The second would be our IT infrastructure, because it is nec- 
essary for us to maintain the security of the confidential informa- 
tion that we do hold. Again, we would have to slow that project 
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down. I don’t know to what point. We would have to crunch the 
numbers and see what it was we could do. 

Mr. Aderholt. All right. Thank you. 

LIFE SAFETY CITATIONS AND INFRASTRUCTURE DEFICIENCIES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

I just have a follow-up question from Mr. Aderholt’s, and that is, 
first of all, let me commend you on your very proactive work with 
the AOC. Our hearing with them is this afternoon, and life safety 
and security issues are something that I prioritize as the Chair of 
the subcommittee, and we have seen the progress, and I think that 
is in large part due to the work you are doing with them. 

Can you detail the most pressing life safety citations or major in- 
frastructure deficiencies in the Capitol complex that you know of 
right now? 

Ms. Chrisler. Sure. They would have to be the fire safety cita- 
tions that are open right now. And we have had some very, very 
productive conversations with the AOC on this issue. We have sat 
down and spent time with the AOC to collaborate on a prioritized 
order of abating the hazards within these citations. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Is that reflected in their budget re- 
quest? 

Ms. Chrisler. Yes, it is. Yes, it is. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Ms. Chrisler. So that exercise has resulted in a good under- 
standing of what citations remain. Some are funded; the open cita- 
tions, there are nine of them, three of them have already been 
funded, six remain unfunded, and the AOC, I am sure, will be talk- 
ing to you about that this afternoon. 

But what we have been able to do is take a look at what remains 
unfunded and ranked them in order of — what we have done is, just 
to give you a little background, taken the standards that we both 
have agreed to be acceptable in this area and apply those stand- 
ards to give a numerical ranking to the hazards that exist in the 
open citations. And as they are ranked, the Capitol is first, and the 
Russell and Senate 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. That is coordinated with the AOC? 
They have a ranking system as well. 

Ms. Chrisler. Yes. Well, with respect to the joint effort that we 
have undertaken to address the fire safety citations, we are in 
agreement with respect to that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Great. 

I don’t have any additional questions. 

Mr. Aderholt. I do not either. 

ADDITIONAL ASSIGNMENT FROM THE CHAIR 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I do have homework, though, related 
to your workload and your staffing. If you could provide a summary 
of OOC’s actual and estimated workload in terms such as numbers 
of inspections or open cases, that will help the subcommittee un- 
derstand how OOC’s actual anticipated staffing requirements have 
changed since 2008. What business process reforms have you ex- 
plored to improve productivity of your staff and your contractors? 

Ms. Chrisler. Wonderful. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. If you could get us this information, 
that would be great. And for all of the agencies, and that includes 
the agencies that we have reviewed here today as well as all the 
legislative branch agencies, we are going to ask for a summary of 
the impacts that a flat fiscal year 2011 budget would have on you, 
for the record. And particularly we are interested in knowing if 
staff will have to be furloughed and how that would impact your 
mission. That is for OOC as well as all the agencies. 

[Clerk’s note: — Agencies’ response to homework is included in 
questions for the record.] 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

CHAIR DEBBIE WASSERMAN SCHULTZ 

Ms. Tamara Chrisler 

FY 201 1 Budget of the Office of Compliance 


Homework: OOC Workload and Staffing 

Question: Please provide a summary of OOC’s actual and estimated workload, in terms such as 
numbers of inspections or open cases, as to understand how OOC’s actual and anticipated staffing 
requirements have changed since 2008. What business process reforms has OOC explored to improve 
productivity of current staff and contractors? 

Answ'cr: 

Inspections Workload: 

The work of OOC’s safety and health specialists has increased substantially since FY 2008. In that 
year, the specialists (including our single FTE safety specialist plus two part-time and three full-time 
safety and health contractors) worked a total of 10,402 hours, the equivalent of 5.2 specialists each 
working 2,000 hours per year. The hours rose slightly in FY 2009, comprising 10,923 or the equivalent 
of 5.46 specialists. In FY 2010, we project the hours to increase to 12,500, or 6.25 specialists. This 
year’s increase is due in part to the retirement of a no-cost detailee from the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration, who is presently working as a contractor until he can be replaced by a full-time 
FTE authorized and funded in OOC’s FY 2010 budget. 

The principal reason for the increase in hours, however, is an increase in the number of square feet 
being inspected as additional facilities came on line, combined with the changing nature of the work 
performed by OOC’s specialists, including a growing emphasis on inspecting facilities for accessibility 
to members of the public with disabilities. As discussed more fully below, we are in a period of 
transition, moving from comprehensive “wall-to-wall” biennial inspections of each physical structure 
within our jurisdiction located in the Washington, DC metropolitan area to a risk-based approach to 
both inspections and the abatement of identified hazards. This new inspections approach entails 
identifying operations and facilities that are potentially more likely to result in severe injuries and 
illnesses. In addition, since OSHA-mandated safety procedures in high-risk operations are designed to 
prevent illnesses and injuries, the OOC will routinely inspect and provide technical assistance in the 
development of safety programs in coming years. Because safety and injury reduction programs save 
money as well as workers, the OOC intends to place major emphasis on offering and providing 
technical assistance to employing offices in their development. 

Beginning with the 1 12th Congress, we intend to concentrate our resources in high risk areas: 
conducting detailed observations of safety procedures and work operations, a more time-consuming 
process than a “sticks and bricks" inspection, and providing technical assistance to employing offices 
where requested to address deficiencies. In addition, we will focus our efforts on assuring that 
adequate progress is made to assure prompt abatement of high-risk hazards, which represent 25% of all 
hazards found during the last biennial inspection and, through biennial inspections, identify barriers to 
public access as required by the Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”). 
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In locations where we have found fewer and less serious hazards in past inspections, we intend to 
conduct more limited “spot check” inspections provided that the employing office conducts an 
acceptable program of self-inspections. In determining whether a less comprehensive “reality check” 
inspection by the OOC is appropriate, we will consider such factors as the adequacy and accuracy of 
the employing office's self-inspection reports, whether comprehensive illness and injury records are 
maintained and made accessible to the OOC for review, and whether that office has, or is actively 
developing, compliant OSHA-mandated safety procedures. 

Finally, as significant additional space in new facilities comes on line in the next two years, our 
inspectors will conduct baseline OSH and ADA public access inspections. Although the OOC believes 
that this increasing workload will require an additional safety and health contractor starting in FY 
20 1 1 , we have not requested funding for those services in order to keep our appropriations request as 
low as possible. The OSH Program Manager position that was authorized and funded in FY 2010 will 
not by itself provide the resources required to handle the new facilities and services slated for the 
coming years. The Program Manager will replace our long-time detailee from OSHA, who retired 
January 1, 2010. We anticipate that the new Program Manager will supervise our safety and health 
inspectors, work with outside OSH experts and provide expert technical advice to the General Counsel 
and OOC staff regarding the application of OSHA standards. These services are critical to the ongoing 
operation of the OOC, but the new Program Manager cannot both perform that job and serve as a 
safety and health inspector. To fill the gap, we are asking (he Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration to provide one or more inspectors on a short-term, non-reimbursable basis. OSHA has 
indicated a willingness to supply such inspectors if they are available. OSHA’s own workforce has 
declined significantly over the past decade due to retirements and funding constraints. Accordingly, 
OSHA’s ability to provide temporary safety and health consultants is far from certain. 

• Biennial Inspection - Safety and Health 

The Congressional Accountability Act (“CAA”) requires OOC to advance safe and healthful 
working conditions for over 30,000 employees in the legislative branch. During the 1 lO”' 
Congress, the OOC safety and health program included biennial and requested inspections as 
well as technical assistance and outreach. As to the biennial inspection, in 2008 and 2009 the 
team inspected roughly 1 7 million square feet of legislative branch facilities in the Washington, 
D.C. area alone, to determine compliance with safety and health requirements. 

While OOC’s .safety and health experts will spend less time inspecting lower-risk workplaces 
such as offices, those experts’ workload will nonetheless grow in the future, During the present 
Congress, the OOC team is required to inspect some 1 8 million square feet of legislative branch 
facilities - roughly one million square feet more than in the 110'^ Congress, The new areas 
include the Capitol Visitor Center, the Library of Congress’ Packard Campus in Culpeper, VA, 
and new book modules for the Library of Congress at Fort Meade, MD. Several other projects 
are slated to come on line in future Congresses: additional book modules at Fort Meade and, 
when the AOC undertakes its comprehensive renovation of the Cannon Building, up to 250,000 
square feet in the former FDA Building. 

Not only will the inspection team be covering substantially more workspace, but these first- 
time inspections will be more time-consuming than repeat inspections. Unless there has been a 
pre-inspection, OOC’s inspection team generally finds more hazards during a first inspection 
than when the team has inspected the workplace before. For example, although the CVC was a 
newly constructed facility, the OOC’s pre-inspection of this building required more than 2,500 
hours, the equivalent of at least 1 14 work-years, and identified more than 200 safety and health 
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hazards and nearly 700 barriers to public access under the ADA. For all these reasons, the 
biennial inspection workload will be substantially heavier in the future. 

• Biennial Inspection — Americans With Disabilities Act 

The CAA also requires OOC to assure public access under the ADA for the 3 million annua! 
visitors to the Capitol complex. During the 1 lO'*’ Congress, the OOC ADA access program 
included an extensive pre-inspection of the 580,000 square feet of space contained within the 
CVC, the biennial inspection of legislative branch facilities, and technical assistance and 
outreach. Under the ADA, newly constructed and renovated spaces must comply with complex 
and detailed ADA Accessibility Guidelines (“ADAAG”) issued by the Architectural and 
Transportation Barriers Compliance Board (“Access Board”). Barriers to access exist under the 
ADA when features in a facility do not comply with the ADAAG. In existing buildings, the 
ADA requires that barriers be removed when such removal is “readily achievable.” Other 
barriers are to be removed as part of future facility planning that should include a “transition 
plan” that the ADA requires employing offices to develop for each facility. 

The OOC operates its ADA compliance program utilizing the same team that conducts the 
safety and health program. During 2008 and 2009, more staff time was expended on ADA 
issues due to the completion of the CVC and the need for an ADA pre-inspection. Based upon 
its experience with compliance issues discovered in the CVC and the growing number of 
visitors to the Capitol Complex, the OOC has determined that there is a need to enhance the 
quality and comprehensiveness of its ADA inspections and to provide enhanced reports and 
technical advice that will improve ADA compliance during the planning and construction 
phases of renovation projects affecting access. Future ADA inspections will evaluate and rank 
each barrier based upon how seriously the barrier affects access; future inspection reports will 
contain this assessment and ranking information. These enhanced inspections and reports 
should provide employing offices and the Appropriations Committees with the information 
needed to prioritize and develop barrier removal projects within existing budget limitations. 

The OOC intends to work cooperatively with all interested parties to assist in the development 
of this type of ADA transition plan for all legislative branch facilities; however, this will be a 
very time-intensive effort that will be extremely difficult for the OOC to accomplish utilizing 
existing resources. 

• Biennial Inspection Reports 

After the 1 lO”' Congress biennial inspection was concluded, the OOC prepared and submitted 
to Congress both the Report on Occupational Safety and Health, and the Report on ADA Public 
Access Inspections, as required by the CAA. These comprehensive reports described how the 
inspection was conducted, listed the hazards/barriers that were identified, noted corrective 
actions taken, reviewed remedies yet to be implemented, and evaluated challenges and trends in 
these areas. 

For the 111"’ Congress and beyond, the OOC intends to enhance the biennial Report on 
Occupational Safety and Health by providing a detailed risk-based analysis and ranking of 
hazards. The OOC also intends to enhance the biennial Report on ADA Public Access 
Inspections by providing a severity-based analysis and ranking of barriers to access. These 
enhanced reports should provide additional information that will be useful to Congress and all 
stakeholders involved in making planning and appropriations decisions regarding projects 
designed to enhance safety or access. The preparation of these enhanced reports will require 
significantly more staff hours to complete. 
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• Capito! Power Plant Utility Tunnel Complaint 

In February 2006, the General Counsel filed a first-ever formal complaint regarding potentially 
life-threatening conditions in the U.S. Capitol Power Plant utility tunnels. The complaint 
alleged that the AOC had failed to correct citations dating from 2000 and 2001 that concerned 
falling concrete, asbestos exposure, heat stress, insufficient emergency exits and lack of a 
reliable communications system to monitor workers’ status while in the tunnels. A 
comprehensive settlement was approved in June 2007 that requires the AOC to abate all high 
risk hazards in the tunnel system by 2012. Further, it mandates regular inspections and 
quarterly reports by the AOC and monitoring by the OOC. The Agreement provides for the 
OOC to designate a Liaison to be responsible for observing the hazard abatement process. 
During the 1 lO"’ Congress, this full-time contractor played a key role in ensuring that hazard 
reduction continued as required by the Agreement. Although significant progress was made in 
eliminating hazardous conditions in the tunnels, substantial work remains; ongoing projects 
include steam distribution service improvement, egress installations, asbestos removal and 
others. If full funding for the AOC’s plan continues, OOC expects that the necessary work can 
be completed by June 2012. 

• Requestor Inspections 

The CAA permits employees, their union — if any - and employing offices to request that the 
OOC inspect and investigate a workplace to determine whether there are safety and health 
hazards therein. The OOC is required to investigate such requests and, when hazards are found, 
issue a report and direct abatement. The number of such requests has declined in recent years. 
At the beginning of FY 2008, the OOC had 38 open requestor cases. By the end of FY 2009, 
the OOC was investigating 13 such cases. The OOC has made a concerted effort to accelerate 
the resolution of such cases in order to protect employees and visitors in legislative branch 
facilities. Further, the heightened awareness of workplace safety across the Capitol Complex 
has resulted in a decline in the hazardous conditions that prompt requests for inspection. 
However, resolving the type of requests that the OOC receives continues to be complicated and 
time-consuming. Unlike the biennial inspection process, requestor inspections entail a much 
closer examination of a hazard’s root causes, as well as the safety programs, practices and 
procedures - or lack thereof - that may have contributed to the violation. From lead 
contamination to an electrical explosion to concerns about indoor air quality, among other 
issues, these investigations typically require a significant expenditure of time and effort. 

• Technical Assistance and Educational Programs 

During the 1 lO* Congress, the OOC fielded an increasing number of requests for technical 
assistance from Members of Congress, their staff, and other employing offices. These included 
dozens of requests from Members and staff concerning a wide array of safety and health 
matters; several requests from the Government Accountability Office involving ADA public 
access issues, fire alarm testing procedures and other concerns; and inquiries from numerous 
offices regarding indoor air quality, machine guarding requirements and life safety issues, 
among others. The CAA requires the OOC to engage in education and outreach, in order to 
raise awareness of the rights and protections provided by the statute. The OOC has complied 
with this mandate by offering briefings and publications, including the monthly Fast Facts 
posted on our website, pamphlets and other materials describing safety and health concerns and 
remedies. As awareness spreads, more legislative branch employees are requesting information 
and assistance in addressing these issues. The OOC’s expertise is a vital resource for these 



255 


employees; it serves as an accessible, cost-effective source of expert guidance on these 
critically important worker protections. 

The OOC also conducts quarterly Legislative Branch OSH/ADA Working Group meetings 
with participants from safety offices and employment counsel, as well as from Member and 
Committee offices. These meetings provide continuing education by emphasizing issues with 
special relevance to the legislative branch. Biennial safety conferences offer more in-depth 
coverage of safety and health issues. These day-long conferences typically feature both expert 
presentations and workshops, in which conference participants can explore practical ways to 
address safety issues in the legislative branch. In October 2009, OOC’s biennial safety 
conference addressed safety and health management systems, with presentations from the 
National Safety Council, Department of Defense safety program consultants and others with 
expertise in these areas. These educational offerings serve as seminars tailored to legislative 
branch personnel and issues, with highly-respected experts available to offer guidance and 
answer questions. They provide an enormous amount of information at very little cost. 

• Safety and Health Program Development 

Through OOC’s requester investigations as well as its technical assistance efforts, OOC has 
frequently discovered the absence of OSHA-required programs and procedures designed to 
prevent precisely the hazards that prompted the request. Such programs can in turn reduce 
workplace injuries. For example, the Library of Congress implemented a systematic safety 
program between 2000 and 2007; workplace injuries dropped almost 75% during these years. 
Reducing new injuries caused expenses to drop. Both direct costs - cost of treatment and 
salary payments to the recovering worker - and indirect costs - money to train and pay a 
substitute during the injured worker’s recovery - were avoided, saving money for the Library. 
See no"' Congress Report on Occupational Safety and Health at 15. 

Workers’ compensation costs in the legislative branch as a whole are substantial. Between July 
1, 2008 and June 30, 2009, legislative branch agencies (except GPO) paid over $1 1.3 million in 
worker compensation costs.' Reducing this sum by any amount would be a significant 
achievement. This potential cost savings is an additional reason for OOC’s increasing focus on 
safety and health programs and procedures, and a review of employing office injury and illness 
records. 

OSHA-mandated safety and health procedure requirements vary among employing offices 
depending on the nature of their operations, and may encompass such matters as emergency 
action plans, hazard communication programs and personal protective equipment programs; 
other critical programs address issues including fall protection and permit-required confined 
spaces, among others. In order to protect employees working in highly hazardous situations as 
well as reduce costs to the employing offices, the OOC believes that developing and 
implementing such programs should be a high priority for employing offices. Accordingly, 
OOC is committed to working with employing offices, particularly shops and other high risk 
areas, to address safety and health program issues. During the 1 1 1 Congress, the OOC has 
worked with the Chief Administrative Officer of the House, the Government Accountability 


' Legislative branch employees who are injured on the job receive workers’ compensation through the Department of 
Labor’s Office of Workers’ Compensation Programs ("OWCP”). That agency pays employees’ medical expenses, wages 
(after an absence exceeding 45 days) and certain other costs. At the end of the fiscal year, OWCP "charges back" these 
expenses to the employing offices. The figures in the text were provided to us by OWCP. 
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Office and the U.S. Capitoi Police, among other employing offices, to help them develop safety 
programs and procedures tailored to their specific operations. 

While safety and health programs can save money as well as lives, OOC resources are needed 
to help employing offices develop and implement such programs. The OOC is fortunate to have 
substantial expertise in these matters on its inspection team. However, determining which 
procedures are required and then tailoring them to meet the needs of each employing office is a 
labor-intensive process. An inspector cannot simultaneously investigate a new legislative 
branch facility for hazards and assess whether a safety program accomplishes its goal. OOC 
resources may be stretched to the breaking point by this effort. But, by focusing OOC resources 
on these efforts in the short term, legislative branch expenditures as a whole may be reduced in 
the long term. 


OSH and ADA Productivity Improvements 

To accomplish the safety and health and public access projects discussed above, the OOC is using 
existing resources to redesign the inspection process and to acquire the tools necessary to improve 
safety and public access in legislative branch facilities. 


• Risk-Based Inspections 


in its FY 2010 Legislative Branch Appropriations Report, the Conference Committee 
challenged the OOC, not just to identify hazards requiring abatement, but to target the most 
significant risks. Members of this Subcommittee - and their Senate counterparts - directed the 
OOC to concentrate on areas where employees are most likely to be injured, or where there is 
the greatest potential for a serious injury or illness. As we develop our risk-based approach, the 
OOC will work.closely with the Office of the Architect of the Capitol’s staff, as well as with 
other employing offices, to establish appropriate parameters. We will identify jobs and job sites 
that arc inherently more dangerous: these may include, for example, the Capitol Power Plant 
and construction worksites. OOC’s goal is to concentrate our limited resources where the risks 
are highest, to improve our ability to provide technical assistance focused on reducing on-the- 
job injuries and illnesses, and to remedy violations that pose serious threats to workers' safety. 
By concentrating on risky worksites and the programs and procedures that can make them 
safer, the OOC hopes to maximize its impact. Safety management systems, in turn, can reduce 
injuries and increase productivity in the workplaces where they are implemented. Although the 
OOC’s mission is to advance workplace safety and health, certainly we would be delighted if 
our efforts led at least in part to an increase in legislative branch productivity. 


Using a more risk-based approach also is in accordance with the continuing decline in hazards 
found in the legislative branch. As noted in our 1 lO'" Congress Biennial Inspections Report, 
OOC-identified hazards dropped from 13,000 in the 109"'' Congress to 9,000 in the 1 10'" 
Congress; we project some 6,000 in the 111'" Congress. We are hopeful that this trend will 
continue, as awareness of safety and health issues increases across the legislative branch, 
employing offices maintain and expand their periodic self-inspections, and the OOC continues 
its technical assistance and education programs. The OOC will conduct thorough infrastructure 
inspections of high-risk spaces and operations and “spot checks” of less hazardous areas in all 
legislative branch facilities, but will encourage employing offices to expand their self- 
inspections and report hazards identified and their abatement progress to the OOC, The OOC’s 
Safe Office Awards program will continue; not only does it appropriately recognize sustained 
effort by Members and staff, but it has begun to serve as an incentive for other employing 
offices as well. 
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• Partnership with CAO 

The OOC continues to develop partnerships with employing offices to better meet the needs of 
the covered community. For example, the CAA extends workplace safety and health 
protections to ail legislative branch employees, including those working outside the 
Washington, D.C. metropolitan area. However, the OOC lacks the resources required to 
conduct inspections of those remote worksites. The OOC is presently w'orking with the House’s 
Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) to develop a short, cost-effective inspection questionnaire 
for use by staff in district offices. We intend to test the questionnaire by working with the CAO 
and a few district offices near Washington D.C. in order to evaluate its effectiveness and 
efficiency. Once any needed adjustments have been made the OOC will work with the CAO to 
obtain participation by state and district offices nationwide. The OOC will then review 
responses and offer recommendations to improve workplace safety and health for legislative 
branch employees working across the country. Again, the goal is to partner with other 
employing offices to develop effective tools to reduce injuries and illnesses and begin to cut 
costs in employee time, training, and most importantly, time off due to injury or illness. 

• ADA Technology Improvements 

The OOC is acquiring new technology that will assist in providing more informative ADA 
inspections and reports. These enhanced inspections and reports will evaluate and rank each 
barrier based upon how seriously the barrier affects access and would provide better estimates 
of the cost associated with removal of the barrier. The Barrier Survey and Management System 
assists inspectors by allowing entry of all relevant data concerning barriers through the use of 
standardized forms or laptop computers in the field. The software contains queries based upon 
the ADA regulations to insure that all relevant data is collected. The software also assists in 
assessing the severity of the barrier through the use of “severity codes” that have been 
developed to determine how seriously a deviation from the regulation affects access. These 
codes have been developed using research from the Access Board to determine how many 
people are affected by a given deviation from the standard. The software also assists in 
providing various common solutions to each barrier and estimates the cost of each solution 
using current construction and price indexes. 

The Barrier Survey and Management System would also allow the OOC to better manage the 
ADA inspection data. All measurements and photographs are automatically attached to the data 
associated with each barrier. All improvements to providing access are entered and tracked 
within the software. These enhancements would allow the OOC to provide more accurate and 
detailed reports that would provide vital information regarding the severity of the barriers to 
access in legislative branch facilities and the costs associated with their removal. 

• Safety & Health Database Improvements 

The OOC uses a system for recording and tracking hazards, known as the Facility Management 
Assistant (“FMA”), which is similar to that used by the AOC. We are working with the 
contractor that hosts our secure database to upgrade FMA in order to integrate with the AOC’s 
system and reduce inspector data-entry time. The upgrade will allow OOC to move hazard 
findings to the AOC electronically, instead of the present cumbersome practice of hand 
delivering a CD containing the data. This in turn will expedite the AOC’s abatement process 
and permit the AOC to apprise the OOC immediately once the abatement is complete. Further, 
the system enhancement will allow inspectors to carry into the field electronic copies of 
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previous inspection records, and potentially update the records while on-site. The OOC and 
other stakeholders therefore will have a closer to real-time picture of conditions within 
legislative branch facilities. 

Dispute Resolution Productivity Improvements 

• Case Management System 

We are completing the final implementation of our case management system. In addition to 
managing the case docket, this system has been configured to track the time and expenses of 
mediators and hearing officers. With this information, staff will be better informed and can 
better manage the time spent by our contractors on the various stages of mediation and in 
hearings. This information will also be invaluable for future planning and budgeting. Access to 
this data allows staff to analyze the time spent by individual mediators or hearing officers on 
each phase of the process, which can include review of settlements or motions, or the writing of 
decisions. Although the Agency cannot control or predict the number of cases that will be sent 
to mediation or hearing, by using this documented data, staff can anticipate and try to predict 
the future needs of the Agency. There is also a notification system built in to this process that 
electronically reminds staff of pending deadlines and generates templates and notices that need 
to be sent out, clearly saving staff time. 

• Shared Services; Memoranda of Understanding and Detailees 

We have also been working with other agencies to increase our pool of affordable mediators 
and hearing officers. For example, last year we entered into a Memorandum of Understanding 
(“MOU”) with the Merit Systems Protection Board to utilize the services of their Mediation 
Appeals Program and administrative judges for mediation and hearings. By using these 
services, we have kept our contracting costs low and can limit those travel expenses incuired in 
out-of-town mediations and hearings. As appropriate, we continue to explore the use of these 
interagency MOU's with other agencies, including the Office of Personnel Management for the 
use of Administrative Law Judges who have expertise in appropriate fields. The Agency plans 
on providing additional training and regular meetings for current hearing officers and 
mediators, especially those who work with the OOC through interagency MOU's. These forums 
will ensure that the administration of OOC cases is conducted pursuant to the requirements of 
the Congressional Accountability Act and the Office of Compliance Procedural Rules. The 
Agency has also availed itself of interns and non-reimbursable detailees from other agencies, 
both of which have substantially increased the productivity of the Agency. 

• Research Tools and Procedural Rules 

We have updated our research system and added Board of Directors’ decisions to the data bases on 
Wesllaw and CyberFeds. Prior to this update, there was no way of electronically searching Office of 
Compliance final decisions. Having a universal search engine has saved time and increased 
productivity for our staff, as the updated research system has allowed professional staff to complete 
needed research projects much more effectively. The OOC Board of Directors is also currently 
developing modifications to the Office of Compliance Procedural Rules to address issues that have 
arisen since the first amendments to the Procedural Rules were codified in 2004. The additional 
modifications will create more effective and efficient processing of cases handled under the dispute 
resolution program. 
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Flat Budget 


Question; Please summarize the impact of a flat fiscal year 201 1 budget. Particularly focus on the 
impact to staff especially possible furloughs and impact to mission. 

Answer: 

A flat FY 201 1 budget would have the following effects on the OOC: 

Given that OOC is a micro-agency and the permanent staff is very small, it will be a challenge and a 
balancing act to fulfill our mission properly. A flat budget will impact the staff through reduced or no 
pay increases. Pay step increases and promotions would have to be curtailed or cut totally. Furloughs 
are not a probability given that all funded FTE ’s/positions are filled, and every staff member is needed 
to perform his or her role in order for the agency to succeed at its mission. OOC is a people-driven 
agency: the mission we serve is people-focused and customer service oriented. If furloughs are 
implemented, given the micro nature of our staff, the mission would surely suffer in response and in 
quality, as the remaining staff would struggle to complete an unreduced work load. OOC would have 
to reduce the safety and health related inspections, and such reduction would impact response to 
hazards and requests for assistance from the covered community. In addition, a flat fiscal year 2011 
budget will impede the acquisition of additional contracted services for a part-time industrial hygienist. 
These services are needed to fulfill the direction of the Conference Committee on the FY 2010 
Legislative Branch Appropriations Bill that we develop a risk-based approach to safety and health 
inspection. Furthermore, the dispute resolution program would struggle to deliver the high quality 
service that presently exists. Since the dispute resolution program is entirely customer driven, we do 
not have the option to turn away a CAA covered employee for lack of staff. Overall, the positive work 
atmosphere of the agency could spiral downward. The remaining staff would be called upon to lift an 
even heavier load, if less staff were available. Therefore, given that OOC’s budget is primarily 
composed of salaries & benefits, safety & health funds, and mediation & hearings funds, a flat fiscal 
year 201 1 budget will significantly hamper efforts in our core mission. 

Budget Request for Within-Gradc Pay Increases and Promotions 

Question; The most significant increase in OOC’s budget request is $187,000, according to the table 
on page 53 of your submission, for promotions and the equivalent of pay step increases for permanent 
staff. Can these costs be absorbed through normal attrition and hiring? 

Answer; 

'fhe salary increases noted on page 53 cannot be absorbed through normal attrition and hiring. Because 
OOC is a micro-agency, the permanent staff is very small. At present, all but one authorized and 
funded FTE’s/positions are occupied with an employee. The one unfilled position will be filled once 
interviews are completed and a final selection is made. We have one FTE that is authorized but still 
unfunded, and the position remains unfilled. The attrition rate within the agency is effectively zero. In 
analyzing the demographic of OOC staff, the next retirement will likely not be for four years at the 
minimum. Most, if not all, permanent staff members are performing the tasks/work of 1 Vi people or 
more. We are doing a substantial amount work with a small amount of human resources. Therefore, 
attrition and gaining the difference in salary levels of new hires is non-existent at the present time. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. With that, the subcommittee stands 
in recess until 2 p.m. When we will take up the Architect of the 
Capitol’s budget for 2011 fiscal year. 



Wednesday, March 17, 2010. 


FY 2011 BUDGET OF THE ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 
AND INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS 

WITNESS 

STEPHEN T. AYERS, ACTING ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 

Opening Remarks — Chair Wasserman Schultz 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I call the meeting to order of the Leg- 
islative Branch Appropriations Subcommittee. 

This is the budget hearing for the Architect of the Capitol’s 2011 
fiscal year budget submission. We are in a challenging year yet 
again. 

But first I want to congratulate you on your nomination by the 
President of the United States and tell you how confident we are 
in your ability and commend you for the tremendous progress that 
you have made with the agency and really making it a model agen- 
cy for not just the legislative branch, but I would say for the entire 
government. And it is good to know that we are going to be able 
to have a chance — as long as we can knock some sense into the 
Senate to make sure that they confirm you — a chance to work with 
you going forward for a long time. So, congratulations. 

Mr. Ayers. Thank you very much. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You are welcome. 

FY 2011 BUDGET REQUEST 

The AOC is requesting a total of $755 million, which is a 25.5 
percent increase above the 2010 enacted budget. It includes a 6.7 
percent increase to the operating budget and a total of $262 million 
in projects, compared to $136 million in last year’s bill. But I am 
certainly not suggesting that what you are requesting isn’t needed. 
We are just going to have to figure out what is really, really needed 
versus what can wait. 

And I know that it is always nice to have — there are “gotta 
haves” in every budget, but we have a huge backlog of deferred 
maintenance and life and safety and security issues and, obviously, 
capital renewal projects. I think we made that easier last year by 
establishing the House Historic Buildings Revitalization Trust 
Fund. And I am glad to see that that was in the budget submis- 
sion. 

The key thing here, I believe, is making sure that we don’t cut 
off our nose to spite our face. Because we have near-term pressures 
with your budget, and uniquely with your budget, that we always 
have to deal with, but the more that we tighten our belt here, it 
is not like the pressure goes away. We are just kicking the can 
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down the road and causing ourselves probably a more expensive 
problem later on. 

So I, as you know, have always been for trying to figure out what 
is the most necessary to get done and fund those projects. So I look 
forward to working with you as we claw through your budget. 

And after Mr. Aderholt makes remarks, you can proceed with a 
5-minute statement of your summary, and your full statement will 
be entered into the record. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Opening Remarks — Mr. Aderholt 

I again want to, like the Chair, congratulate your nomination, 
and I look forward to your confirmation on the Senate side. I look 
forward to hearing your testimony today, and thank you for being 
here. 

Mr. Ayers. Thank you. 

Opening Statement — Stephen Ayers 

Madam Chair, Congressman Aderholt, and members of the Sub- 
committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify today regarding 
our FY 2011 budget request. 

I would first like to express my thanks to the Subcommittee and, 
of course, to the Congress for its support for the AOC over the past 
year, as we have worked to maintain and preserve the Capitol com- 
plex. 

For 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year, the AOC 
serves as proud stewards of the most iconic buildings and grounds 
in the world. Nothing demonstrated our commitment more than 
our team’s remarkable response to “Snowmageddon” last month. 
AOC crews logged in more than 35,000 hours to remove more than 
11,000 tons of snow to be sure that the Congress could continue to 
conduct its business. 

The AOC has had a really successful 2009, a year that began 
with a historic Presidential inaugural and ended with the first of 
three blizzards that hit Washington D.C. this winter. In between 
these major events, we have welcomed more than 2.3 million visi- 
tors to the Capitol Visitor Center during its first year in operation 
and we have carried out numerous projects to save energy and pre- 
serve these historic buildings. 

CRITICAL NEED PRIORITIES 

In that regard, our 2011 budget request focuses on priorities that 
are necessary to attend to the critical needs of the Capitol complex. 
Specifically, this entails addressing a significant backlog of de- 
ferred maintenance and capital renewal projects, as well as secu- 
rity, and life-safety and accessibility requirements. 

As the Chair noted, we are requesting $755 million for Fiscal 
Year 2011. This project portion of our budget request is devoted to 
addressing critical issues needing urgent attention. Although every 
project that we have listed in our budget is necessary and will ulti- 
mately need to be done, we realize not all can be funded in these 
fiscally challenging times. However, we do take our responsibility 
to identify, quantify, and report to the Congress the state of facili- 
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ties and the extent of deferred maintenance backlog very, very seri- 
ously. 

Most importantly, our project prioritization tools, we believe, pro- 
vide the Congress with concrete and practical assessments of our 
infrastructure, enabling good decision-making about future invest- 
ments. Over the last year, this process has matured, including a 
year Capital Improvements plan which examines phasing opportu- 
nities and sequencing and other factors to better facilitate the tim- 
ing of major projects. 

ENERGY SAVING INITIATIVES 

The AOC is committed to making the right choices by doing our 
part to save energy on Capitol Hill, as well. In 2009, the Congress 
met its energy reduction goals for the fourth year in a row and re- 
duced energy consumption by 15.3 percent across the Capitol com- 
plex. 

To help meet future energy reduction requirements, last summer 
we entered into the first Energy Savings Performance Contract to 
implement energy savings projects here in the House buildings. In 
December, we entered into Energy Savings performance contracts 
for the Senate and the Capitol Building, as well. These public-pri- 
vate partnerships would help us achieve very significant energy re- 
ductions over the next several years. 

AOC OPERATIONS 

On the operations side, we have been successful in our endeavors 
due to the professional men and women who make up this AOC 
team. Their commitment to excellence allows us to provide excep- 
tional service to the Congress and the visiting public every day. In 
that regard, our annual operating budget request for $443 million 
supports the critical activities necessary to support the Congress 
and other Legislative Branch agencies. 

With regard to accommodating Members’ and visitors’ needs, the 
Capitol Visitor Center is top in its class. Now in our second year 
of operation, we continue to make improvements to our policies and 
tour procedures, including modifying the advanced reservation sys- 
tem to give Congressional offices more flexibility to modify, cancel, 
and reschedule reservations. 

We have also added a Congressional staff line at the south infor- 
mation desk; increased the number of operators to ensure prompt 
response to phone calls; and are placing staff at strategic locations 
to help facilitate visitor flow. In addition, we continue to hold 
monthly listening sessions with Congressional staff to receive feed- 
back, answer questions, and exchange information. To date, over 
5,200 staff members have attended our training program. 

Madam Chair, the AOC is ready to do what is necessary to keep 
the Capitol complex open and operating every day of the year 
under any circumstance, and I am honored and privileged to work 
alongside this great team. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to testify, and I would be 
happy to answer questions. 

[Mr. Ayer’s prepared statement follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF STEPHEN T. AYERS, AIA, LEED AP 
ACTING ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL 

Regarding Fiscal Year 2011 Appropriations 
For the Office of the Architect of the Capitol 

Subcommittee on Legislative Branch, Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 

March 17,2010 

Madam Chair, Congressman Aderholt, and members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the 
opportunity to testify today regarding the Office of the Architect of the Capitol’s (AOC’s) Fiscal 
Year 201 1 budget request. 

I would like to begin by expressing my thanks to this Subcommittee and to the Congress for its 
support of the AOC over the past several years as we worked to fulfill our mission of serving the 
Congress and the American people by maintaining and preserving the U.S. Capitol complex. 1 also 
very much appreciate, and I’m honored by, the trust the President and the Congress have placed in 
me to lead this dedicated group as the nominee to serve as the 1 1“' Architect of the Capitol as we 
continue to address the challenges ahead. We are very aware of the need to preserve the historic 
infrastructure on Capitol Hill while, at the same time, recognize the need for fiscal responsibility. It 
is a tremendous honor to have the opportunity to continue to work with this very talented team of 
professionals. 

Twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week, 365 days a year, the AOC team serves Congress as 
proud stewards of the most iconic buildings and grounds in the world. Through our work, we 
protect the past by preserving the historic integrity of the U.S. Capitol complex, we are boldly 
working today to promote a safe and sustainable workplace, and we continue to build a legacy of 
professionalism for generations to come. 
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Nothing demonstrated our commitment to our mission more than our team’s remarkable response to 
the back-to-back bli/^ards that hit the Washington, D.C., metro area in early February' - otherwise 
known as “Snowmageddon.” 

Throughout both of these snow emergencies, 

AOC employees successfully cleared the streets, 
sidewalks, entry'ways, and parking lots across the 

Capitol complex in order to support the Congress 
as it conducted its business on the weekend and 
during the following week, keeping the complex 
cleared of snow' and ice for Members, staff, and 
the public. At the same time, we continued to 
operate and maintain all our facilities, and the 
Capitol Power Plant’s service continued uninterrupted. 

AOC crews logged in nearly 35,000 man hours to 
remove more than 11,000 tons of snow, Once the 
snow had ended, our work did not. Our crews 
continued to remove piles of snow from across the 
complex, treat the sidewalks, streets, and parking lots 
as the snow melted and re-froze overnight, and 
attended to hundreds of trees that were damaged in the 
storms. 

This pride in our work extends throughout the organization. Stew'ardship of the Capitol complex is 
a unique challenge. The challenge is amplified by the historic significance of our buildings and 
landscape, aging physical infrastructure, and day-to-day operational requirements. We strive every 
day to improve the conditions of our facilities using innovative technologies and sustainable 
practices to ensure the ii.S. Capitol remains the nation’s most visible and treasured icon of our 
government for centuries to come. 
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Our FY 201 i budget request details a number of projects necessary to ensure we address the critical 
needs of the Capitol complex as quickly and effectively as possible. Specifically, this entails a 
significant backlog of deferred maintenance and capital renewal projects, as well as security, life- 
safety and accessibility, and environmental requirements. Although every project that we have 
listed in our budget request is necessary, we realize that not all can be funded in these fiscally- 
challenging times. 

However, we take our responsibility to identify, quantify, and report to Congress the state of our 
facilities and the extent of the deferred maintenance backlog very seriously. The prioritization tools 
we have developed and refined over the past several years provide Congre.ss with corscrete and 
practical assessments of our infrastructure. By using these tools, Congress can choose where best to 
make investments in tlie Capitol complex. 

Capital Budget Request and Project Planning Process 

We are requesting $755 million for FY 20H. The 
majority of our capita] budget request is devoted to 
addressing the critical projects we’ve identified as 
needing urgent attention, which are primarily 
classified as deferred maintenance. This portion of 
our budget is the most volatile. It fluctuates 
greatly from year to year based on the size and 
complexity' of the projects that have been 
prioritized as having immediate urgency. 

Only a small percentage of our requested increase is non-discretionary for mandatory cost-of-living 
increases, and other operating expenses or contract price increases. We deliberately worked to keep 
the growth of this segment of our budget to a minimum in order to maximize the capital budget, 
This will enable the greatest investment as possible in our infrastructure and to allow us to “buy 
down” the deferred maintenance backlog. 
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As I have discussed at previous hearings, we have successfully developed and implemented a robust 
and balanced process to prioritize projects based on the facilities’ conditions and the level of 
maintenance required to ensure they remain functional and viable working environments. 

This process uses several tools in the formulation of the project prioritization list including Facility 
Condition Assessments, the Capitol Complex Master Plan, and Jurisdiction Plans. Over the past 
year, this process has matured to include a Five-Year Capital Improvements Plan, which examines 
phasing opportunities, project sequencing, and other factors to better facilitate the timing of the 
execution of major deferred maintenance and capital renewal projects. As I discussed earlier, these 
tools assist us and the Congress in looking ahead and enable us to plan when and where to make 
future investments in our facilities and 
infrastructure. We also took into 
consideration the challenge of executing 
required programs efficiently throughout 
this process. 

As this chart (at right) demonstrates, we 
continue to invest most of our resources in 
infrastructure projects that are designed to 
address the backlog of deferred maintenance. 

Tied into the overall planning process is the Line Item Construction Program. During this process, 

projects are scored 
agaiast six criteria: 
preservation; regulatory 
compliance; mis.sion; 
economics; security, and 
energy efficiency and 
environmental quality. 
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As we developed our F Y 20 ! 1 budget, we considered $373 minion worth of capital projects, and 
are requesting $216 million for Line Item Construction Program projects. The remaining $157 
million in projects were considered, but w'ere not submitted in this budget request, and therefore 
remain on the deferred project list. 

As 1 mentioned earlier, our Capital Budget request is quite volatile from year to year based on the 
projects that rise to the top of the priority list. The AOC’s FY 2011 Capital Budget request includes 

nine projects that each requires an investment of $10 million or more. They are: 

• Utility Tunnel improvement Program; 

• Egress Projects in the Thomas Jefferson Building; 

• Capitol Building Dome Skirt Rehabilitation; 

• Capitol Building Exterior Stone and Metal Preservation; 

» Copper Roof Replacement and Fall Protection System for John Adams Building; 

• Roof and Skylight Replacement for Hart Senate Office Building; 

• Reftirbishment of Federal Office Building 8; 

• Phase II Infrastructure Improvements in Dirksen Senate Office Building; and 

• Collection Storage Module V for Library of Congress. 

Madam Chair, I’m pleased to report that our Utility Tunnel Improvement Program is on schedule to 
meet the June 2012 completion date. In addition, by 
utilizing our comprehensive planning process, we have 
been able to further reduce the program’s cost. This was 
accomplished by collecting new' information from 
engineering studies, visual examination of the exterior of 
the tunnels, and additional structural testing. Funds were 
also saved through an efficient procurement process and 
execution plans that consolidated work elements, thereby 
saving contract overhead costs. These actions enabled the AOC to reduce our FY' 2010 request and 
re-phase some work, thereby reducing the total projected cost of the program from $1 86.4 million to 
$176.13 million. We continue to seek additional ways to further reduce the program’s total cost. 
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Energy Conservation and Snstaiaabilitv Programs 

The AOC is committed to making the right choices and doing our part to save energy on Capitol 
Hill With Congress’s support, we have implemented a number of programs and completed a 
variety of projects designed to produce significant results in saving taxpayer dollars and conserving 
our natura! resources. One of our biggest challenges is ensuring that we preserve the historic 
elements of our buildings, while at the same time making them as energy efficient as possible. 
That’s why the Architect of the Capitol is committed to using sustainable design practices whether 
we’re building a new facility or maintaining one that’s 100 years old, like the Cannon Building. 

For FY 2009, the Congress met its energy reduction goals for the fourth year in a row, and reduced 
energy consumption by 15.3 percent across the Capitol complex. This exceeded the FY 2009 
requirement of a 12 percent reduction (as compared to the FY 2003 baseline). For Fiscal Year 
2010, a 15 percent reduction is required under the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, 
(three percent reduction per year for a 30 percent reduction by 2015), and in FY 2011, an 18 percent 
reduction is required. Under the Green the Capitol Initiative, a 15 percent reduction is required in 
FY 2010, and in FY 2011, a 20 percent reduction is the goal (five percent reduction per year for a 
50 percent reduction by 2017). Thi,s applies to the House Office Buildings, 50 percent of the 
Capita.! Building and Capitol Visitor Center, and 31 percent of the Capitol Power Plant. 

To meet these requirements to further reduce energy consumption, we have requested $1 1.2 million 

in FY 201 1 for energy and sustainability projects, tn 
addition, we’re asking for an increase of nearly $10 
million in operations funding for energy and 
sustainability purposes. These sustainable practices 
include using low-impact materials, installing energy 
efficient equipment, incorporating durable and high- 
performance systems and materials, investing in 
renewable energy, and encouraging and supporting a 
culture that promotes reuse and recycling. This includes using food waste, garden clippings, and 
other green waste, and repuiposing it as compost for flower beds, and sustaining other plantings 
throughout the Capitol complex. 
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To better identify and evaluate energy savings opportunities in Capitol complex facilities, we have 
been using energy audits since FY 2007. The data collected help us realize better cost-benefit 
results, and determine where best to invest our resources. 

Last summer, the AOC entered info its first Energy Savings Performance Contract to implement 
energy savings projects in the House Office Buildings. The contract includes nearly $34 million in 
facility infrastructure upgrades in the Rayburn, Longworth, Cannon, and Ford House Office 
Buildings, as well as the House Page Dormitory. Highlights include: 


• Upgrading nearly 33,000 fixtures in all buildings with energy-efficient bulbs and 
ballasts, and installing state-of-the-art lighting controls in selected areas for daylight 
harvesting and dimming; 

• Upgrading heating, ventilation, and air conditioning controls, control strategies, and 
equipment customized for each building, incorporating enhanced space condition 
feedback and building occupancy schedules; 

• Installing new low-flow restroom fixtures, faucets, and showerheads in all buildings, as 
well as a condensate harvesting system for the West Court fountain make-up water in the 
Rayburn Building, and a showcase green roof in the central courtyard of the Cannon 
Building; and 

• Replacing steam traps in the Rayburn, Longworth, and Ford Buildings. 

This public-private partnership will help us achieve very significant energy reductions over the next 
several years. After implementation of all energy conservation measures over the 30-month 
construction period, the House Office Buildings are estimated to potentially realize: 

• A 23 percent reduction in total energy consumption; 

• A 32 percent reduction in total water consumption; and 

• Approximately $3.3 million in annual energy savings. 


In December, the AOC entered into an Energy Savings Performance Contract in the Senate Office 
Buildings. The project includes nearly $42 million in facility infrastructure upgrades in the Hart, 
Dirksen, and Russell Senate Office Buildings, as well as the Senate Underground Garage, and 
Senate Employees’ Child Care Facility. 
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After implementation of all energy conservation measures over the 36-month construction period, 
the Senate Office Buildings are estimated to potentially realize: 

• A 36 percent reduction in total energy consumption; and 

• Approximately $3.9 million in annual energy savings. 

At year’s end, the AOC also entered into an Energy Savings Performance Contract for the United 
States Capitol Building. The project includes nearly $17 million in facility infrastructure upgrades 
in the United States Capitol Building. For example: 


• Upgrading existing light fixtures with high-efficiency lamps, ballasts and reflectors as 
well as new replacement fixtures; 

• A comprehensive Building Automation System modernization, including the upgrade of 
existing pneumatic and electric controls for heating, ventilating and air-conditioning 
(HVAC) systems with direct digital controls. These improvements will reduce energy 
consumption and improve temperature and humidity control; 

• Replacement of the air-handling systems with variable air volume (VAV) systems to 
reduce energy consumption while augmenting capacity and improving temperature and 
humidity control; 

• Replacement of existing electrical transformers with high-efficiency transformers; and 

• A comprehensive audit and repair effort to restore steam trap performance. 


After implementation of all energy conservation measures over the 27-month construction period, 
the Capitol Building is estimated to realize: 

• A 38 percent reduction in total energy consumption; and 

• Approximately $2.2 million in annual energy savings. 


In addition, we are continuing our efforts to complete the program to install steam, electricity, 
natural gas, chilled water, potable water, and condensate meters across the Capitol complex. This is 
a key effort in terms of being able to measure current consumption, look for improvement 
opportunities, and measure energy savings results. To date, approximately one-third of the meters 
have been installed. The remaining meters for facilities located outside the Capitol complex, as 
well as the rest of the Capitol complex, arc included in our FY 2011 budget request, with a final 
initial installation funding request projected for FY 2012. 
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Because the Capitol Power Plant (CPP) plays a critical role in our long-term energy conservation 
strategy, we are continually working to improve and upgrade operations there. The CPP has served 
the Capitol complex very w'ell since 1910, but in order to continue to provide these services into the 
future, it is time to transform the CPP and its operations. We started this transformation last 
February when we began using natural gas as the primary fuel source. We are now studying and 
evaluating potential new technologies to implement at the CPP. We recently completed our 
Strategic Long-Term Energy Plan, which will help to determine our future Energy Program 
planning, and explore various options for continued energy efficiencies. 

Over the past several years we have been working to create a healthy and productive workplace 
where environmental awareness and sustainability are the norma! ways of doing business in the 
Capitol complex. There are a number of initiatives that the AOC has been engaged in, and we 
continue to see results in our efforts to improve energy efficiency. 


Here are just a few of our ongoing sustainability initiatives and projects: 

• As part of office renovations, such as the one completed for the 
House Committee on Science and Technology (pictured at left), the 
AOC has incorporated sustainable design features. The AOC 
installed lighting control systems where the electricity is metered, 
used rapidly renewable materials and certified wood, and recycled 
more than 12 tons of construction waste in this Committee suite. 

• For construction projects, we regularly purchase materials containing 
recycled content such as acoustical ceiling tiles, resilient flooring, 
sheet rock, doors, low volatile organic compound materials, and 
medium density fiberboard. Whenever possible, construction 
materials are purchased locally. 

• We have installed daylight harvesting systems in Member and Committee Offices that use 
electronic sensors to lower artificial lighting levels when enough natural light is available, 

• Nearly 35 percent of AOC employees use public transportation to get to work. 

• We !ffe updating our 2006 Alternative Fuel Policy so, in addition to providing F,-85 fuel to 
official government vehicles across the Capitol complex, we require the purchase or leasing 
of alternate fuel vehicles when replacing aging vehicles. To date, there are 40 flexfuel, 
hybrid, and electric vehicles in the AOC’s fleet. 

• In September 2009, the American Lung Association of the District of Columbia (ALADC) 
commended the AOC for its use of B20 blend biodiesel fuel in its shuttle buses that service 
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Capitol Hill. The ALADC’s Chief Executive OfBcer thanked the AOC for its leadership in 
switching to biodiesel noting, “The ALADC has long called for greater use of biodiesel to 
improve the air quality in our city, so it is particularly noteworthy that a highly visible 
location like the Capitol uses biodiesel to reduce emissions, including carbon monoxide, 
particulate matter and unbumed hydrocarbons.” 

• The AOC recycles 100 percent of its e-waste in three basic ways. Computer equipment is 
donated by the Agency. If it's not donated, it is reused or resold. Any equipment that is not 
donated or reused is recycled by a commercial recycling company. Typically the equipment 
is either reused or broken down and its components are repurposed. 

• Occupancy sensors are being installed in House offices and bi-level light fixtures with 
sensors are being installed in stairwells in the Rayburn and Ford House Office Buildings that 
dim when unoccupied, but return to full illumination when someone enters. 

• An occupancy-based lighting control system was installed in the Longworth cafeteria last 
summer, which allows occupancy lighting control in the serving, seating and 24-hour 
vending areas by reducing lighting levels after normal business hours. 

• We continue to install low-flow fixtures and automatic faucets in restrooms, convert from 
pneumatic to direct digital controls to maximize energy usage efficiency, and replace 
incandescent light bulbs with Compact Fluorescent light bulbs throughout the Capitol 
campus. 


U.S. Botanic Gardcn/Sustainabic Sites Initiative 

Because sustainable design, construction, and landscape management can have a significant and 
positive impact on our environment, in November 2009, the U.S. Botanic Garden launched the 
Sustainable Sites Initiative, in partnership with the Lady Bird Johnson Wildflower Center and the 
American Society of Landscape Architects. 

The goals of the Sustainable Sites Initiative encourage the sustainable design, construction, and 
maintenance of landscapes. These are the first national guidelines for building landscapes that will 
help to clean the air and water; mitigate temperatures; reduce flooding; provide more natural habitat 
for birds, insects, and animals, and help support our health and well-being. 


The effort to transform the way built landscapes are designed, constructed, and maintained for 
generations to come is a very important one, and the AOC is proud to be among those leading this 
national effort. 
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Annual Operating Budget 'Reouest 

Our FY 201 1 annual operating budget request for $443 million provides funding for continuing the 
critical activities of operating and maintaining the infrastructure which supports the Congress, other 
Legislative Branch agencies, and the public, as well as other AOC essential mission support 
services. Some of these services include financial management, safety, human resources, project 
and construction management, planning and development, communications, irJ'ormation 
technology, procurement, and central administration. 

As I mentioned earlier, this non-discretionary spending has remained fairly constant over the past 
several years, and significant reductions in this portion of our budget would greatly impact our 
ability to provide day-to-day .sendees and maintain our facilities at expected and acceptable levels. 

Other operating cost increases lie outside our control, including additional price increases that 
exceed inflation and are imposed by vendors as the cost of doing business. In addition, the cost of 
leases has increased, new technologies require investment in new networks, as well as hardware and 
software upgrades, and mandatory pay. raises combined with the mcrea.se in costs for goods and 
services have added to the cost of our daily operations. 

Capitol Visitor Center Operating Budget Rcuucst 

At the opening ceremony for the Capitol Visitor Center (CVC) in December 2008, I noted that, 
“Visitors now have a respectful and dignified way to come to the People’s House, and I invite 

everyone to come and explore all that the Capitol Visitor 
Center and the U.S. Capitol have to offer.” Little did I 
realize that 2,3 million people would take me up on my 
offer in just the first year. 

We are requesting $23.9 million for CVC operations and 
administration, and four FTEs to support operations 
including an interpretive curator. 

The CVC’s first year of operation has been extremely successful Average wait times continue to 
be six minutes versus the three or four hours in line in years past. More than 1,100 events have 
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been held in the CVC’s meeting spaces in the past year, and we’re looking forward to large crowds 
again as Cherry Blossom season approaches. 

We continue to make improvements and adjustments to our policies and tour procedures including 
modifying the Advanced Reservation System to give Congressional offices more flexibility to 
modify, cancel, or reschedule tour reservations. We’ve also added a Congres-sional staff line at the 
South Information Desk, brought on more operators to ensure prompt responses to phone calls, and 
will be assigning staff to strategic locations in Emancipation Hall to help facilitate visitor traffic 
flow of staff- and guide-led tours. 


We continue to hold monthly listening sessions with Congressional staff to receive feedback and 
answer questions, and to date, more than 5,100 staffers have participated in the CVC’s training 
program. 

As a point of interest, I would like to note that in April we will install new documents into the 
CVC’s Exhibition Hall. The new items, which include a map used by the National American 
Woman Suffrage Association showing their successful campaign for voting rights, the proclamation 
to residents of the Louisiana Territory that the United States had purchased the area from France, 
and the map showing tlie route of the Wilkes Expedition (the U.S. Exploring Expedition to the 
South Seas that brought to Washington a collection of living plants from around the globe) will be 
on display through early October. 


AOC Acc<>mnii.siiments 

Madam Chair, this past year we have recorded a number of significant achievements. The 
following is a list of just a few of our many 


accomplishments. 


• Our annual Building Services Customer 
Satisfaction Surveys for FY 2009 again 
showed that a large majority of our customers 
are satisfied or very satisfied with the level of 
service the AOC is providing them. 
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• We continued to improve our cost accounting procedures and internal controls, and received 
our fifth consecutive clean audit opinion from independent auditors on all of our financial 
statements. The Capitol Visitor Center construction project received a dean audit opinion; 
the third in three years. We submitted the first set of semi-annual financial statements for 
CV C operations in 2009, and received a clean audit opinion on those as well. 

• We made tremendous progress to close out the recommendations from the Govemineiit 

Accountability Office’s 
(GAO’s) General 

Management Review (GMR) 
of the Agency. Ninety-one 
percent of the 

recommendations are now 
closed (61 out of 67). Three 
of the items from the original 
GMR are pending closure, 
and expected to be 
completed in summer 2010. 
The remaining open items 
focus on long-tenn 

recommendations (not part of the original GMR). We are closely monitoring those activities 
tmd reporting status to GAO. 

• We activated our pandemic flu plan in response to the MINI Flu threat, including 
implementing action plans to address continuity of operations; educating staff on how to 
prevent getting sick; providing hand sanitizing stations across the Capitol complex, and 
doing regular cleaning with a focus on cleaning hard surfaces, such as desks and tables. 


• Worker safety remains one of our 
top priorities and our focus 
remains on decreasing our Injury 
and Illness Rate each year, as we 
have done since 2000. Safety 
training and education are keys to 
our success, with a particular 
emphasis on injuiy prevention 
llirough hiizard recognition and 
elimination. 


• We will complete the initial phase 
of our preventative maintenance standardization progrann this month. Included in this effort 
is the identification of common preventative maintenance issues across jurisdictions, 
minimum corrective procedures to follow, and timelines for completion. This information 
will be automated in our facilities management information system and allow us to track 
metrics in the future to identify opportunities for improvement. 



Status of GAO ftecommendations 


Pending 
closure ' 


Ms^ing 

progress 


Closed/ 
implement ed 
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• Since 2007, the Office of 
Compliance (OOC) has issued one 
citation to the AOC. AOC has 
worked collaboratively with the 
Office of Compliance to close 
older citations and has successfully 
closed 2i citations since 2007. 
Eighteen Citations remain open 
today; four are scheduled for 
closure in 2010. The remaining 
address longer term utility tunnel 
(6) and fire and life-safety (8) 
matters. 


• During the llith Congress, the 
AOC increased its emphasis on facility safety inspection, to include pre-inspections of 
Members’ offices prior to the OOC’s biennial inspections. As a result of the combined 
efforts of AOC and other employing offices, the OOC is reporting a decrease of 41 percent 
in the number of findings from FY 2010 in the nine faci!itie.s in which the OOC has 
completed inspections to date. 

• The IJ.S. Botanic Garden (USBG) was recognized as one of Washington’s best tourist spots 
in August 2009, by Nickelodeon Television. The USBG won its “Parents’ Picks Award,” 
garnering more votes than several other area attractions. In December, the USBG was voted 
one of the nation’s best spots to “catch the holiday spirit” by the American Automobile 
Association (AAA), 


Citation Closure Activity 



CY07 CY08 CY09 


• The AOC team that managed construction of Modules 3 and 4 and four Cold Storage Rooms 
at the Library of Congress Ft. Meade High-Density Storage Facility were honored with a 
national award in October from the Construction Management Association of America 
(CMAA), in the category of new construction for a project under $50 million. The new 
storage units will house 33 million items from the Library’s special-format collections. 

• Later this month the AOC will be recognized by the Washington Building Congress with 
two awards tliat recognized special building skills. The House Office Buildings Sprinkler 
Installation Project will receive one award under the category of “Decorative Plaster” and 
the .second under “Plumbing,” which has also been nominated for a Star Award. The awards 
will be presented on March 26, 2010. 
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Conclusion 

Madam Chair, as “Snowmageddon” has shown, the AOC is ready to step up and do what is 
necessary to keep the Capitol complex open and operating every day of the year - under any 
circumstances. 

Today, we face a blizzard of deferred maintenance projects, and the forecast is not sunny. We do 
appreciate the investment Congress has made in our facilities over the past several years as we work 
to buy down the deferred maintenance backlog. The AOC has been successful in our work to be 
good stewards of the Capitol complex due to your support. 

We also have been able to accomplish much and experience numerous successes because of the 
dedicated, professional men and women who make up the AOC team. I have been honored and 
privileged to work along side them. Because of their efforts and commitment to excellence, we 
continue to provide exceptional service to Congress, and have been able prevent system and facility 
failure due to their skills and ingenuity. 

Once again, thank you for this opportunity to testify today. Madam Chair, we look forward to 
working with this Subcommittee, the Senate Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch, and our 
Oversight Committees to address the backlog of maintenance and repair projects, and continue to 
protect and preserve the U.S. Capitol for generations to come. 

I would be happy to answer any questions you might have. 
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CVC SHUTTLE ACCOMMODATIONS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Mr. Ayers. 

I want to start out with some CVC-related questions. First, on 
the shuttles, you may have heard about the testimony we had at 
the public witness hearing. You know, we again had concerns ex- 
pressed from the Guild of Professional Tour Guides. I understand 
their concern was very clear. I believe the question of drop-off at 
the east front is settled and they are going to just need to get over 
that and move on, because we have explored that repeatedly. We 
have sat down with the Capitol Police, discussed it at our hearings, 
and the Congress agrees that security is too much of a concern to 
make that an option. 

PHYSICALLY CHALLENGED TOURISTS 

That having been said, we do still have the issue of the frail, el- 
derly, the disabled, and transporting them from the west front up 
that hill over to the CVC entrance. And we have been dealing with 
that in an ongoing way. The most recent way we are attempting 
to deal with it is through the purchase of those six shuttles. 

So, can you give us an update on how those shuttles are working 
in transporting visitors from tour buses to the CVC? Have there 
been circumstances where you haven’t had enough shuttles? And, 
also, what is the time frame for getting a large group with a lot 
of people who need that shuttle service all the way up to the en- 
trance so that you are not separating their group and messing up 
their scheduled tour? 

Mr. Ayers. You are absolutely correct that we did purchase six 
shuttles and put them into operation in August of 2009. And we 
laid out a process by which we would do a pilot implementation for 
a year and come back and reevaluate. So we are a few months into 
that, but I think we do have some good statistics thus far. 

Of course, the first year, 2.3 million people came to the Capitol 
Visitor Center, and only 1 percent of them requested or used shut- 
tle service. 


TOUR GROUP ACCOMMODATIONS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Now, is that in part because they just 
didn’t know? In last year’s hearing I remember Terrie repeatedly 
said, “If they would just call us and let us know and give us a 
heads-up in advance, then we can work with them.” And we have 
repeatedly told that to the tour groups. 

And has that improved compared to the way it was before? 

Mr. Ayers. It has improved. We have two shuttles parked there 
at Garfield Circle every day, and we have a third shuttle at the 
other circle, in standby mode in case we need more than two at any 
given time. 

There have also been, since August until today, 10 occasions 
where we have received calls in advance that say, “We are going 
to need all six shuttles.” We have had all six shuttles there and ac- 
commodated those groups up the Hill. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So you have not had a problem where 
you have had not enough shuttles available for a group 

Mr. Ayers. No. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz [continuing]. Or separating a group for 
too long a period of time? 

Mr. Ayers. No, absolutely not. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. So why are they complaining? 

Mr. Ayers. There are a couple of important issues. One, we have 
to develop a better relationship with the tour companies. We are 
really working on that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I would encourage you to do that. 

Mr. Ayers. We went out last week and met with tour company 
representatives and gave a presentation to their guild members. 
We encouraged them to call. It is really important, that they call, 
so that we can get the cell phone number of the person who is 
working with the group and stay in contact as things progress. 

ADDRESSING TOUR COMPANIES’ CONCERNS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Right. And we stressed that to them, 
as well, in the public witness hearing. I mean, I have been sympa- 
thetic to their concerns, but, you know, we are at the point now 
where I feel like we have taken some pretty constructive, positive 
steps to address the issue. It is a legitimate issue. I represent a lot 
of senior citizens; a lot of Members do. And, you know, I have 
trudged up that hill with my kids, and, you know, it can be wind- 
ing if you are not — you can get winded if you are not a robust per- 
son. 

Do you anticipate a change as the tourist season and spring 
break season kicks in? I mean, do you think it is going to start to — 
while you haven’t identified a problem now, do you anticipate there 
being a problem? 

Mr. Ayers. We don’t anticipate that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. All right. 

And then the other quick question I have related to the CVC is 
on the staffing. Actually, this question is not as quick, so I will 
save it. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. 

deferred maintenance backlog 

You mentioned in your testimony about the large backlog of de- 
ferred maintenance, and that is across the Capitol complex. How 
do you put a priority on which ones that you need to move forward 
with more quickly and which ones that you — of all of these, the 
backlog that you currently have? 

Mr. Ayers. That is a great question. 

We have developed a robust project prioritization process that we 
have been working on for a number of years. We have developed 
and matured based on feedback from this Committee. 

Every single project of the 47 on our recommended list there is, 
I don’t know, 30 or 40 totaling over $200 million goes through a 
prioritization process, and that list is in priority order. 

So that process includes first, defining a project’s category, 
whether it is deferred maintenance, meaning something that is bro- 
ken and needs to be fixed; or capital renewal; capital improvement; 
or capital construction, meaning new construction. The reason we 
do that is, a deferred maintenance project in our prioritization 
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process will move up higher on the list versus new construction. 
You want to take care of what you have before you build new. 

PROJECT PRIORITIZATION 

Also, every project gets a numeric score from 1 to 100 on six cri- 
teria: mission, economics, energy, efficiency and environmental 
quality security, historic preservation, and life-safety. We look at 
all six of those attributes of a project and score it from 1 to 100 
on some predetermined evaluation criteria. 

In the end, all of this data comes together in an algorithm and 
produces a priority list top to bottom that is the most important 
tool for the Congress to use to fund the things that are on the top 
of the list and, when we are in a difficult environment, to not fund 
the projects that are on the bottom of the list. 

Mr. Aderholt. What projects or programs are the Architect’s Of- 
fice exploring that will help Congress meet its goals under the En- 
ergy Independence and Security Act and other energy reduction 
goals? 

Mr. Ayers. In the House, we are working under two primary 
goals. First is the Energy Independence and Security Act, which re- 
quires a 3 percent reduction in energy intensity per year for 10 
years. The Green the Capitol initiative requires a 5 percent energy 
reduction per year for 10 years. 

In addition to doing a wide variety of what we call demand side 
or behavioral changes, such as getting people to turn out their 
lights and being much better about their computer use and HVAC 
use, we are implementing Energy Savings Performance Contracts. 
We have signed the one for the House. I mentioned the Senate and 
the Capitol. 

Those contracts are going to save us, just here in the House, 
nearly 30 percent of our energy use. I think that using private dol- 
lars initially to make that investment and paying them back with 
the energy savings is a great model for us, especially in these dif- 
ficult times. 


SMALL BUSINESS PARTICIPATION 

Mr. Aderholt. Regarding participation with small businesses, 
what efforts are you undertaking to increase small business partici- 
pation with your office? 

Mr. Ayers. The Executive Branch has the Small Business Ad- 
ministration, and they have implemented mandatory small busi- 
ness programs across the Executive Branch. Those requirements 
don’t apply to the legislative branch, but a year or so ago we made 
a decision to implement the small business program — the first in 
the legislative branch. 

We have entered into Memorandum of Agreement with the Small 
Business Administration to develop a program that has three tiers. 
The first is that we set aside all of our procurements between 
$5,000 and $100,000 and drive all of those to small businesses as 
direct set-asides, where sufficient competition exists. Then, on con- 
struction contracts that are over a million dollars, we require ven- 
dors to subcontract with small business vendors, and we track that 
as well. 
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Thirdly, we have developed an important outreach program 
where we are holding small business seminars. We recently held 
one last month in the Capitol Visitor Center. We are holding and 
participating in small business seminars that bring in small busi- 
nesses and educate them about how to do business with us and 
what kind of business we do. 

So we are excited about that. I think we are leading the Legisla- 
tive branch in that endeavor, and I think it is the right thing to 
do. It is also a sustainable thing to do. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Ms. McCollum. 

Ms. McCollum. Thank you. 

And you get gold stars. You have the right to brag about snow 
now. You did a good job. 

Mr. Ayers. Thank you. 

Ms. McCollum. We will talk about the way you used salt later 
on. 

ENERGY audits/utility IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

I have two questions. One, in here you talk about moving for- 
ward and doing your energy audits. And I want to make this very 
clear. Madam Chair, I am not asking for anything to happen in my 
office. But if this problem is happening in my office, it is happening 
in others. 

I have a wooden window that doesn’t fit tight. You can’t close it. 
You know, the wind howls. So, I know that is typical of all of ours. 
And as you are going through and as you are ranking things, 
where are we on window replacement? Because, as we know and 
as most families know, that is probably one of the best ways to be- 
come energy-efficient. 

And then, secondly, I would like to request and I will continue 
to request an update about what is going on with the employees 
and their exposure to asbestos and their families’ possible exposure 
to asbestos as their clothing came home. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. From the tunnels you mean? 

Ms. McCollum. From the tunnels. I am going to continue to be 
persistent about it. 

But if you could maybe just talk about your energy upgrades in 
general. 

Mr. Ayers. I would be happy to do that. 

The first window project we undertook was in the Ford House 
Office Building. We did replace every window in that building, and 
we have achieved some very significant energy savings because of 
that. So you are absolutely right; changing windows, caulking, and 
weather-stripping really does save money as well as energy. 

As we move forward to undertake the top-to-bottom Cannon 
Building renovation, a window replacement and a complete rework 
of windows and doors in that building will be part of that scope. 

Ms. McCollum. Well, when do you anticipate getting maybe into 
Longworth to shore up its windows? When do you think you will 
be done with the windows in Cannon? What is your ETA? 

Mr. Ayers. I think Cannon renewal is probably scheduled to 
begin in 2016 or 2017. Then it is probably 5 years for construction. 
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Ms. McCollum. Madam Chair, there is an old adage, “Don’t ask 
a question you don’t know the answer to.” And I knew the answer 
was going to be out that far. 

That is really unacceptable, because we are literally pouring fuel 
out the window. And it is a national security issue. We have asked 
Americans to do something about it. I think we need to figure out 
a way to do a better job of leading by example. 

And in the tunnel, I do realize because it is a personnel issue it 
can’t be discussed about here so much in the open. But this re- 
mains a priority for me to find out where we are with our workers. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We can provide you with an update. 

Ms. McCollum. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you, Ms. McCollum. 

Mr. Cole. 

Mr. Cole. Thank you. Madam Chairwoman. 

U.S. CAPITOL STRUCTUAL OBSERVATIONS 

I have three quirky questions. But first, just thank you for the 
great job you do. It always amazes me, frankly, how well this build- 
ing holds up, in particular, given the foot traffic and the age, and 
it is just amazing. So, thanks. 

And so any question I have is certainly not — I now find myself 
spending a lot of time along the balcony of the east facade simply 
because that is where you can smoke a cigar. It is the last refuge 
left. And I worry about my leader occasionally as he comes out 
there, because he is out there more than occasionally. 

If you look at the window — what would the appropriate term be; 
it is the facade around the windows — the corners are mostly gone, 
you know, where clearly there has been stone damage. And I am 
sure there is no immediate danger, but I was just curious about 
long-term plans. Definitely, if it is there, it must be around other 
places. If you look up, there it is. It must have fallen at some point. 

Mr. Ayers. Absolutely. One would be surprised how, if you look 
up close at the Capitol Building, how many pieces of stone are bro- 
ken or cracked or missing from the Capitol Building. We have done 
a complete survey of that stonework, and it really does need some 
work. 

In our budget request this year, I think, just looking down, we 
have $11 million scheduled for the first of four phases to repair the 
stone damage on the Capitol Building itself So we are aware of 
those issues. We just had a piece of stone, as well as a piece of 
metal, fall off the dome. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Always just before the times when 
you are here. 

Mr. Ayers. I don’t know how that happens. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Yeah. Every year. 

Mr. Ayers. But we are aware, and we do have a project on the 
list to begin to take care of those stone issues on the Capitol Build- 
ing. 


DIVERSITY DEPICTED WITHIN THE CAPITOL 

Mr. Cole. Great. I would never put congressmen ahead of any- 
body else, but you have a lot of Members at risk out there, particu- 
larly when the weather is nice. 
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The second question, this is actually just a personal question. 
You know, as I go around the Capitol, we all enjoy the art. It just 
is such an amazing depiction of American history. And there are 
a lot of parts of it that not all of us know very much about. We 
called a few years ago, frankly, and we found out about the use of 
slave labor in the Capitol and how important and meaningful that 
was to a lot of people. 

I go around — my background was from Native Americans. And 
there are depictions of Native Americans here. Some are pretty 
good. Some, obviously, sort of reflect the racism of the time when 
they were put up there. 

I was curious. Is there just a list for convenience of where Native 
Americans are depicted in the Capitol of the United States that you 
guys can direct me to? 

Mr. Ayers. Our Curator’s Office has that. We would be happy to 
provide that. 

Mr. Cole. I would really — I get a lot of foot traffic, particularly 
from my district, and that is actually, for them, a very important 
question. So anything you could do to direct me in the right place, 
I would appreciate it. 

Mr. Ayers. Sure. 

CVC OPERATIONS — LOGISTICAL DIRECTIVES 

Mr. Cole. And, finally, if someday somebody can teach me how 
to actually get around the Capitol Visitor Center. I see more lost 
congressmen in the Visitor Center than anyplace else, because we 
are all the classic, “Look, I don’t need a map,” and then I am gone. 

So, anyway, any help you could — I think I may call on you for 
just a tour of the Visitor Center. I saw it a couple of times during 
construction, but I really don’t have, you know, in my own mind 
a very convenient map of the place, so to speak. 

Mr. Ayers. I would be happy to do that. 

And, of course, we just installed, a month or two ago, the tem- 
porary signs. They are on paper, and they are up on the walls. And 
the purpose for putting them up there is really to get some feed- 
back. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Maps? 

Mr. Ayers. They are maps, and they are locators. They say 
“SCIF this way” or “restaurant that way” to help get people 
around. They have been up for a month or two, and we have gotten 
some good feedback. But if you haven’t noticed them, then maybe 
we are not quite there yet. 

MEMBER CONCERNS 

Mr. Cole. I mean, this is a true confession, as to me. I figured 
out exactly how to get to where the Republican conference is occa- 
sionally located. But, boy, if I am off that path, I am in big trouble. 

I literally — we will have groups up. I am sure other Members 
have this. They are doing receptions, and they are up from the dis- 
trict. And I stumble around that place for 20 or 30 minutes some- 
times, not able to find where I am supposed to go. And I am not 
blaming that on anybody. I just have to get a better feel for that 
space, and I am going to need some help to do that. 

Mr. Ayers. Happy to do that. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. If I can piggyback on what the gen- 
tleman said — we seem to always think the same way on issues like 
this. 

I am, kind of, the central clearinghouse for complaints, as you 
might imagine, when it comes to concerns that Members have 
about the complex. CVC is the one that I hear about most often. 
As recently as yesterday, this exact complaint. A Member found me 
on the floor and said, “What is going on with the signage?” I told 
him that the signage had begun to be improved. 

But they were very specific about there needing to be maps 
showing people where they are, 3-D maps because of the weird na- 
ture of the floors. When you are on the main floor, you are really 
on the second floor. And then you go down, and you are on the 
third floor. It is counterintuitive. 

SIGNAGE 

Another example the same Member used was, you are going 
down to go back to the Cannon tunnel, and it says “Cannon tunnel 
this way,” and then you never see another sign until you are par- 
allel to the door that you are really supposed to turn right on, and 
that you would have to be sideways to see the sign, to know where 
you turn next. 

So the signage still, clearly, has some challenges. And better 
mapping — Members tell me every day that they need to drop 
breadcrumbs from the place they left to the place they are going 
so that they can find their way back. 

Mr. Ayers. Okay. 

Ms. McCollum. Madam Chair? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Yes? 

CVC ALARMS 

Ms. McCollum. On that point, I went to leave out through the 
Visitor Center yesterday, and when you go out as a visitor would, 
out, it says, “Alarm will go off in 15 seconds when you push this 
door.” So there you are, you are at an exit, and you are reading 
across all these doors, “Alarm will go off.” 

And I watched this group of people, there were 20 people, totally 
paralyzed. I said, “This really is the exit.” “Oh, no, alarms are 
going to go off.” And I said, “Well, I will set them off.” So, you 
know, I pushed — and there were people on the other side, kind of, 
going, “Come on, you can do it, you can come through.” Crazy. And, 
you know, we need to do something about that, like, now. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Yeah, as quickly as possible. 

So, sorry to go off the back and forth, but you were so very time- 
ly- 

Okay, so now we go to Mr. Honda. 

Mr. Honda. Thank you. 

And congratulations. 

Mr. Ayers. Thank you, Mr. Honda. 
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BUILDING RENOVATION SCHEDULES 

Mr. Honda. Well, you have been doing it for 3 years. And you 
have gone through a lot of the hard parts, too, so you might as well 
stay and enjoy the rest of it. 

We had a meeting on emergency procedures and evacuation. Is 
there a calendar of events of the modernizations that will be taking 
place in each building, is there someplace that it is laid out there? 

And do we have a deferred maintenance program, where we are 
trying to achieve 100 percent maintenance so that we don’t have 
to go through the expense of trying to fix things as they break 
down? It seems to me, a study was done where it showed that fix- 
ing something, rather than preventing it and keeping it in good 
working condition, saved, like, 60 percent or more, the cost of just 
keeping it up. I was just wondering whether there is a program 
that you are looking at to put in place or is one in place already 
that will address that. 

Mr. Ayers. I believe you have asked two questions. The answer 
to the first in terms of is there a calendar or schedule of major 
building renovations, the answer to that is yes. Certainly, that is 
laid out in our 20-year master plan. And I am happy to share that 
with you or with the emergency preparedness group, whatever is 
appropriate. 

Secondly, you are absolutely right that, in terms of deferred 
maintenance, deferred maintenance being defined as something 
that is already broken and needs to be fixed. Any Facility Manager 
wants to minimize deferred maintenance. I don’t think anyone 
could ever get to zero deferred maintenance. 

CAPITAL RENEWAL INITIATIVE 

We would want to minimize that and focus our money and atten- 
tion on Capital renewal, which is fixing something right before it 
breaks. That is where you get the best bang for your money. So you 
fully utilize a piece of equipment for the full extent of its useful 
life, and you replace it just before it breaks so that you don’t suffer 
any failure consequences of it breaking. 

That is the best model, and that is what we are working to 
achieve. Our prioritization process helps us do that and helps the 
Congress make those decisions, because it pushes deferred mainte- 
nance projects towards the top of our list. 

Last year was a great example. The Congress funded many of 
those deferred maintenance projects. Our deferred maintenance 
number last year was well over $600 million backlog, and it is 
down to $570 million of deferred maintenance. So we are obviously 
doing the right thing and heading in the right direction. 

Mr. Honda. So we have a program where we want to achieve full 
maintenance and not have 

Mr. Ayers. Yes. 

Mr. Honda [continuing]. Maintenance that has to be deferred be- 
cause we don’t have money or anything else like that? 

Mr. Ayers. Correct. 

Mr. Honda. Or are you defining deferred maintenance as a plan 
for continuous maintenance? I guess I need those 
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Mr. Ayers. No, deferred maintenance is a piece of equipment 
that is broken or a building system that is broken already and 
needs to be fixed. 

TUNNEL WORKERS AND HEALTH CONCERNS 

Mr. Honda. Let me just add my sense of urgency with Congress- 
woman McCollum in talking about some, sort of, staff being ex- 
posed to the asbestos in the tunnels, and that we do have a proce- 
dure where, you know, we take care of our workers so that they 
are working in safe conditions and a safe situation. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Mr. Honda, we can provide the entire 
Subcommittee with an update — not a public update, but an update 
on the status of the tunnel workers and the health situation and 
the current conditions and how the Architect has addressed those. 

Mr. Honda. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. 

U.S. CAPITOL POLICE RADIO MODERNIZATION PROJECT 

Mr. Aderholt. I understand the design engineering work for the 
indoor coverage component of the new Capitol Police radio system 
is complete. Is that correct? 

Mr. Ayers. The indoor space is not 100 percent complete. It is 
complete, I believe, in the Capitol and in the Senate buildings. And 
I believe the House buildings are nearing completion, but we are 
not 100 percent design complete in the House. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Do you have an estimate of how long it 
will take to complete the entire project? 

Mr. Ayers. The radio modernization project schedule says it is 
March of 2011. 

Mr. Aderholt. Just briefly, could you just give us an overview 
of exactly what is involved with the actual construction up to this 
point? 

Mr. Ayers. From the Architect’s perspective, we have three 
things that we need to do to support the Capitol Police on their 
project. The first is to design and construct the primary site where 
the radio communications center will be, in Manassas. We have de- 
signed that, and we have awarded a contract. We are going 
through the pre-work submittal process now. So we expect to be 
finished with that work in December of 2010, well in advance of 
the March 2011 equipment installation by the Capitol police and 
NAVAIR. 

So, first is the construction of the primary site. The second thing 
we need to do to support them is the construction of the mirror site 
or the backup site, which is here just off Capitol Hill. We are nego- 
tiating today with the lessor of that building on both the lease 
agreement and the construction agreement. Those negotiations are 
under way, and we don’t anticipate having any problems in meet- 
ing the March 2011 date. 

Thirdly, we need to support the Capitol Police and the installa- 
tion of their wiring and conduit and antenna system throughout all 
the buildings. The police contractor is designing that system now, 
and we are prepared to get to work on that right away as soon as 
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that design work is complete across the campus. We don’t see any 
problem meeting the completion date for that project. 

BARTHOLDI PARK 

Mr. Aderholt. Bartholdi Park, what is the status of the repair 
of the fountain in the park there? And when do you anticipate that 
completion? 

Mr. Ayers. The fountain is, of course, at a metal refinishing com- 
pany. We have gone down to the company numerous times to check 
their progress. I have seen photographs of that work, and it really 
looks magnificent. When it comes back to the Hill a year from now, 
I think it is really going to look great. So I think the completion 
date of that is 14 or 15 months out. 

What we are doing now is working on the basin of the statue, 
where the water is, as well as around the perimeter. There are 
some lights that need to go in there. We are redoing the pumping 
systems for the fountain and redoing the electrical distribution sys- 
tem. That work is ongoing now, but that statue I think will be back 
later this year, and after commissioning is complete the fountain 
will be running again in December or March 2011. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. Thank you very much. 

CVC STAFFING REQUEST 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

I wanted to ask you some questions about your staffing request 
for the CVC. I guess it is really a request by Ms. Rouse’s office. The 
budget request includes four additional FTEs, two of which are for 
responding to Members’ offices. Are the two that you have now that 
are dedicated to responding to Members of Congress, are they over 
burdened? How many staff would be dedicated to Member services 
if we add these two positions? 

And, beyond that, I would like to know what the status is of hir- 
ing a deputy for the CVC. That seems to be taking an extraor- 
dinarily long time. And now, on top of that, Ms. Rouse is asking 
for a special assistant. What are the duties of a special assistant 
versus a deputy? Why is it necessary for her to have a special as- 
sistant? I am confused. 

Mr. Ayers. For the big picture on the four positions for the Cap- 
itol Visitor Center, there is a good bifurcation. The first is, the two 
congressional liaisons are mandatory and must-have. And then I 
think there is a gap in between — the bottom two are more of a 
process improvement for the Visitor Center. The top two are really 
important. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. The two that you have on board? 

Mr. Ayers. Yes. But the key is, those two are temporary employ- 
ees. They are not permanent employees. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Oh, I see. 

Mr. Ayers. Yes. We really think that they have been tremen- 
dously successful 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So are you asking to make the two po- 
sitions permanent, or to take it to four? 

Mr. Ayers. To convert the two temporary employees to perma- 
nent. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I see. Okay. So it is not four addi- 
tional staff. It is just the two that you have now and make those 
permanent. 

Mr. Ayers. Correct. 

DEPUTY vs. SPECIAL ASSISTANT POSITION REQUESTS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Gotcha. And what is going on with 
the hiring of a deputy to replace the one that is no longer there? 
And what is the purpose of a special assistant? 

Mr. Ayers. We have advertised for the deputy, and conducted 
interviews. We have not found a candidate that we believe is suit- 
able. So we are going to go back out and re-advertise again and re- 
initiate our search and continue that process until we do find some- 
one who is suitable. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. And the special assistant is for 
what? 

Mr. Ayers. We think one of the problems with the deputy is that 
we are really looking for someone who has great managerial experi- 
ence, great Hill experience, and experience in the visitor services 
arena. We are really having trouble finding someone that has all 
of that mixed together. So we thought we can take some of that ex- 
perience out, hire a lower-level special assistant who can focus on 
some of the visitor services duties that require that kind of experi- 
ence, and really focus the deputy search on a manager who has 
Hill experience and can effectively navigate in this environment. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. And why is that a must-have 
item? 

Mr. Ayers. Well, there is a difference between the two. I would 
consider the congressional liaisons must-haves. 

There is a line between them. The special assistant and the Cu- 
rator, are more of a process improvement. So I would not term 
them must-haves. 


INTEPRETIVE CURATOR 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. That is what I wanted to know. 

You are also asking for an interpretive curator. Why is that a po- 
sition that is independently required of the rest of the curatorial 
staff? That doesn’t seem like a must-have item either, and we are 
really in must-have mode here. 

Mr. Ayers. No, I don’t believe that is a must-have. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. But why is it even necessary? 

Mr. Ayers. With all of the exhibits that are in the Exhibition 
Hall, we think a Curator really would add value to that, in terms 
of finding the appropriate materials to bring in to the exhibit, as 
they do rotate every six months. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Your curatorial staff can’t handle that 
now? Don’t you have a curatorial staff? I thought that is what they 
do. 

Mr. Ayers. The Architect’s office does have a curatorial staff. 
They have not yet been involved in any of that, other than fact- 
checking. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So there isn’t a separate or dedicated 
curatorial staff focused on the CVC at all? 
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Mr. Ayers. We do have a group of four or five employees that 
focus on the Exhibition Hall and those kinds of things. We do think 
a curator would add value. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Because, when I went through the 
CVC on one occasion, it was accompanied by a curator. So who was 
that? 

Mr. Ayers. I am not sure who it was. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Ms. Rouse seems to be wanting to an- 
swer the question. 

Mr. Ayers. Terrie, go ahead, if you know. 

Ms. Rouse. That was Rob Lukens, who is our Exhibits and Edu- 
cation Director. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Ms. Rouse. We have educators, and we don’t have a curator. A 
curator is an overarching scholar. But we have educators and ex- 
hibits people, so that is the difference. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But an interpretive curator seems to 
be somebody who could be researching and labeling the exhibits. 

Ms. Rouse. In the way we are doing museum work these days, 
we have someone who does interpretive work. Their job is to speak 
outwards, to speak to children, to the families, to K through 12. 
What they do is interpret what the House and Senate curators do 
for an external public and, hopefully, for Congressional offices to 
use with their constituents. That was the goal. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Let’s get the signage and the mapping 
right first, and then we can move on to things like that. 

Okay. My time has expired. Mr. Cole. 

Mr. Cole. I am out of questions. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Mr. Honda. 

Mr. Honda. Just a quick question. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Or, no — Mr. Aderholt, do you want 
to 

Mr. Aderholt. No, I am good. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

TOUR GUIDES AND TRAINING 

Mr. Honda. Just a quick follow-up. Mr. Cole had mentioned de- 
tails around the — what do you call the — we have all the frescoes 
and the artwork, and it does reflect the art of the era. 

Are the folks who take the folks through, the guides, as they tell 
them the story, are they also telling the story of how the Capitol 
was built, some of that history, where we can’t depict it on the wall 
but we can, sort of, explain why we have it today and what it 
means then and today and, you know, the different groups of peo- 
ple in this country, because I guess it is the history of the estab- 
lishment of this country that it is supposed to depict. I think that 
there are probably opportunities for us to do some good education, 
you know, with people walking away saying, “I didn’t know that.” 

Mr. Ayers. Yes. 

Mr. Honda. Is that something that is being thought of or that 
is being done right now to, sort of, offset that lack of information? 

Mr. Ayers. I think you are speaking of the Frieze of American 
History that was started by Constantino Brumidi and then under- 
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taken by Filippo Costaggini and then finished by Allyn Cox. And 
that Frieze of American History does tell the story from the land- 
ing of the pilgrims through the Wright Brothers. So it is a great 
story of American history and a great story of diversity, as well. 

We have spent the last year really training our guides and vis- 
itor assistants and Congressional staff, the 5,200 staff that have 
been through our training program, on how to interpret and tell 
those stories. You know, in cherry blossom season, our visitor 
counts are nearly 20,000 people a day. There are other times of the 
year where our visitor counts are 3,000 people a day. So during 
those low visitor times, we have really focused on training, train- 
ing, training. 

Ms. Rouse has really done a fantastic job of making that a pri- 
ority and bringing in the curators, bringing in the scholars, and 
bringing in the right people can train Congressional staff and our 
guides so that we do enliven those stories and tell those stories. 

HISTORICAL DETAILED STORYTELLING 

Mr. Honda. You know, what I was driving at was a little bit 
more — not only telling the story of who did it and the epic, but in 
today’s context, when we look at that, we should be able to say 
that, you know, the attitudes are different today in how we per- 
ceive, say, native folks, indigenous people, people of color, the 
building out of this place and how we have received that show that, 
you know, contractors were using slave labor to build things. It is 
just bringing everything up to date so that the context is explained, 
but also the content of the time and how we see it today in 2011. 

I think it would be fair to all our visiting public because, if this 
is the Nation’s Capitol, this is the place to tell the story. It is like 
we say Columbus discovered America, but we know that there were 
other people here prior to that. And so the issue is, who wrote the 
book will tell you how the history is going to be told. 

So we have an opportunity to tell the history again, but in — and 
it is not to rewrite history. It is to bring it up to date and be a little 
more precise, so that folks walk away having a better sense that 
contributions were made, although it be under different cir- 
cumstances. 

Mr. Ayers. I really do believe our guides do that kind of story- 
telling and interpret what they see. You bring up the slave labor 
in the construction of the Capitol. That is part of the explanation 
on tours, as well. 


CVC TRAINING CURRICULUM 

Mr. Honda. So there is a curriculum that is established that peo- 
ple follow so that is consistent and 

Mr. Ayers. Yes. Over the last year, that curriculum has been en- 
hanced and further developed by outside experts and scholars who 
have helped to interpret the story. 

Mr. Honda. And this is true both with different statues and ev- 
erything else like that? 

Mr. Ayers. Yes. 

Mr. Honda. Okay. 
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RECYCLING PROGRAM 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

Do either of you have any more questions? 

Okay. I am going to go through a number of them, then. I have 
my own reasonably quirky question, as well. 

I know that you have been working on improving the recycling 
program, the complex-wide recycling program. But we still hear a 
lot of confusion among Members and staff who report seeing facili- 
ties maintenance employees putting presorted recyclable materials 
into the same collection receptacles. 

And, you know, people are really struggling here to do the right 
thing. We are all trying to do every type of recycling imaginable. 
We all have about a thousand canisters that we have to separate 
things into, and we are committed to doing it, but it does take 
extra time. So it is distressing when you see all of what you sorted 
going into the same bin. And then you lack the confidence that it 
is actually being recycled. 

So what is the best way for us to support your recycling efforts? 
And can you explain how it works once we have separated it and 
it is taken over by your folks? 

Mr. Ayers. Well the most important thing that the Congress can 
do is to keep recycling and keep doing what they are doing. We 
have certainly heard about and I have heard about this issue be- 
fore, and we have done a number of things to help prevent, the pro- 
mulgation of that perception. 

I recall, 2 years ago, we brought in a contractor to do an inde- 
pendent review to really tell us, are our people really putting these 
things together in the trash, and it is ultimately going to the land- 
fill? What the contractor told us is, no, that is really not happening. 

We did see some people co-mingle together into a trash truck; 
but when they got to the dock, they separated it back out as they 
should, and have recycled the recycling portion and put in the 
trash the trash portion. 

RECYCLING PERCEPTION 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Do you have a single-stream facility 
that all of the separating we do all goes together and then they sort 
it back out? 

Mr. Ayers. No, it doesn’t work that way. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Mr. Ayers. In the House, you will see that we have three dif- 
ferent recycling products, and we are using now three different col- 
ored bags to help change the perception. There is a pink bag, a 
green bag, and a white plastic bag to help prevent a perception 
that everyone is going in one place. If you take the pink bag and 
the white bag, it is okay if you put it in the same container. In the 
end, when they get to the dock, those things are put in the appro- 
priate places. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Mr. Ayers. So that is helping the perception a little bit. We have 
also — we have a full-time recycling manager in the House who was 
working day shift, and we took that manager and moved his shift 
to work the same shift that the recycling folks are working so that 
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we can watch this full-time. We have heard these kinds of com- 
plaints, and those perceptions are really, detrimental to the success 
of the program. 

The program is, from a statistic point of view, improving. Last 
year, we recycled about 2,000 tons out of the House, and this year 
it is 2,700 tons out of the House. So we are doing the right things, 
but I do think we have a public perception problem that we still 
have to work on. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Great. Thank you. 

CANNON RENEWAL PROJECT 

I want to ask you about the Cannon renewal and get an update 
on the planning and the design work. GAO testified to House Ad- 
ministration in May last year that the AOC planned to request $37 
million in 2011 for design work on Cannon renewal. Your 2011 sub- 
mission asks for $43 million under deferred projects, which are 
going to be requested in future years. 

So what is the status of the planning and design activities? What 
is the result of the delay? And what activities are you anticipating 
on the Cannon renewal project for this year and next year? 

I want to piggyback a question about FOB-8 on that also, be- 
cause you have asked for funds for FOB-8 this year, but you are 
still in the full planning phase of Cannon. So are they in line? Why 
do you need to outfit FOB-8 when you are still only in the plan- 
ning phase of Cannon, if the first thing we are doing with FOB- 
8 is swing space for the Cannon renewal project? 

Mr. Ayers. Today, we are working on the Program of Require- 
ments for the Cannon Building renewal. So that will take us fiscal 
year 2010; it will take us much of fiscal year 2011 to complete. We 
expect to be able to start the design work for Cannon in 2012. 

It has taken us some time to get started and to get the appro- 
priate decisions as to what Cannon is going to look like in the fu- 
ture. We have that now, so we are proceeding with that. 

For FOB-8, we don’t believe that GSA will be ready for us to oc- 
cupy until sometime in 2013. Let’s say it is mid-2013. So we would 
then begin moving people to FOB-8. That process could at least 
take a year or two to move the appropriate people to FOB-8 to free 
up enough space in Rayburn, Longworth and Cannon so that we 
can vacate a wing of Cannon. 

That is a really big effort, to cherry-pick pieces out of Rayburn, 
cherry-pick pieces out of Longworth and others, ultimately get 
them moved and renovate that space, so that we can then move 
Members out of Cannon into those renovated spaces. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But is your timing of outfitting — need- 
ing the funds to outfit FOB-8, and when you would need to move 
people there, are they running in tandem? 

Mr. Ayers. Yes. Yes. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. How? Because if you are only 
in the planning for Cannon renewal and you are asking for funds 
to outfit FOB-8 and you won’t need to occupy FOB-8 until, the 
earliest, 2013, you can’t start moving the — ^your process would start 
in 2013 or would start in 2011? 

Mr. Ayers. Start in 2013. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. So why do you need to outfit 
it in 2011? 

Mr. Ayers. That construction process will take a year and a half 
to do, to outfit it. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So you need to start it now or in the 
coming year 

Mr. Ayers. In 2011. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz [continuing]. So that it is ready by 
2013? 

Mr. Ayers. Correct. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. That is what I wanted to know. 
Thank you. 


STAFF POSITION CONVERSIONS 

Your SES legislative proposal — GAO has an agreement with 
0PM where that gives them the opportunity for transferability be- 
tween GAO and executive branch agencies. Is that something that 
you considered in terms of a similar arrangement for your employ- 
ees? 

You are wanting to convert four existing staff to SES. I don’t get 
the sense that your exit interview, to the degree that you do one, 
gathers enough information to know whether or not the concern 
you are trying to address is a real one. 

Mr. Ayers. Well, I think there are a couple of points to be made 
for that. 

Our desire and our objective is to be the best. We believe firmly 
that to be the best, we have to be able to recruit and retain the 
best people. So, obviously, that makes sense. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. No argument. 

Mr. Ayers. So, if we are working to recruit an executive from the 
executive branch, certainly the pay and benefits package that we 
are able to offer them today is not comparable to the pay and bene- 
fits package they have in the executive branch. It is not com- 
parable. Anyone can show that. We have the data, GAO has the 
data, and GAO has even stated that in their review. 

So a great example of that is someone in the SES cadre in the 
executive branch can carry over 720 hours of annual leave a year, 
and an executive in the AOC can only carry over 240 hours of an- 
nual leave. So an executive there would have to forfeit that 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. No, and I understand that. But do 
you 

EXIT INTERVIEWS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. As people depart employment with 
the AOC for other jobs elsewhere, do you consistently do an exit 
interview with all of those people to determine whether or not this 
is an issue that is related to their departure? 

Mr. Ayers. We do exit interviews. I can’t say they are consistent. 
They are not 100 percent. But we certainly do them. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Because it would be easier for me to 
be supportive of your request if you had consistent data that you 
have been gathering over a period of time that demonstrated that 
this was a problem. But other than anecdotal information, unless 
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you can show me that it is not just anecdotal, I would want to see 
more evidence of this really being a problem. 

Mr. Ayers. Certainly, just looking at the package, the pay and 
benefits package of the Executive Branch and the pay and benefits 
package of AOC Executives, they are not equal. So you can’t ana- 
lyze and predict what you don’t know. We can’t predict who is out 
there looking as well as making a decision not to apply. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But you can ask them when they de- 
part whether or not that was a factor in their departure. 

Mr. Ayers. Yes. In the last 2 years, we have had one SES depart 
clearly for that reason. We have had eight GS-14 and -15 employ- 
ees depart from our feeder pool to the executive branch 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Like I said, I am not taking issue 

Mr. Ayers [continuing]. We think for some of those reasons. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I just think that you need more than 
anecdotal information before it justifies the request that you have 
made. I mean, because this is — ^you know, we are in — I have to look 
for places in everybody’s budget to tighten, and, you know, having 
that backup is important. 

ENERGY SAVING PERFORMANCE CONTRACTS 

I want to follow up on Mr. Aderholt’s energy savings performance 
contracts question. They continue to cause me great concern. What 
is the status and estimated value of current and anticipated 
ESPCs? And how do the current and anticipated ESPCs fit into 
your overall energy reduction goals? 

Mr. Ayers. Well, there is no question, the three ESPCs that we 
have awarded are key to our strategy to meeting the goals. We 
won’t meet the goal without ESPC contracts. And I noted we have 
awarded one in the House, we have awarded one in the Senate and 
we have awarded one in the Capitol. ***** 

In the House, I think the vendor is investing $34 million. Ulti- 
mately, we will pay out $67 million over the course of the life of 
that project. We will get about 23 percent energy reduction out of 
that and, I think, $3 million or $3.5 million a year in financial sav- 
ings out of that which will ultimately go to repaying the vendors 
for their investment until the term of that loan expires, and then 
we retain the savings after that. 

ESPCS LONG TERM COSTS/SAVINGS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Uh-huh. So why is there so much crit- 
icism of the Energy Savings Performance Contracts? I mean, my 
understanding is that they are completely out of balance for what 
they cost us in the long term versus what they save. 

Mr. Ayers. Well, there is no question that Energy Savings Per- 
formance Contracts cost more than direct appropriations. I have 
seen figures from 5 percent up to 60 percent. The latest figures I 
saw from the House IC quote 60 percent. I have seen GAO quote 
in the range of 5 to 57 percent. So there is no question they do cost 
more, because it is just like a mortgage; you are getting a private 
vendor to loan you money to make these investments. That is the 
criticism from a purely financial perspective. 

From my take on it, with what is on my plate, a big pile of de- 
ferred maintenance and renewal work. Office of Compliance cita- 
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tions — if we were to take appropriated dollars and do those invest- 
ments — there is only so much bandwidth, as you know. We would 
not be doing citation work or deferred maintenance work, and in- 
stead we would be investing that money in energy projects to meet 
the statutory goal. 

I think this is a great alternative, though in the end it costs us 
more. But it is a great alternative to help balance that entire pro- 
gram. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. It is something that we are going to 
be examining, as to whether or not it makes sense to continue to 
go in that direction or to devote resources specifically through di- 
rect appropriations and get more direct bang for what we spend. 
I am very concerned about how much we are paying out to, you 
know, reap benefits that are not equivalent to what we are paying. 
So, you know, time sensitivity versus how much we are spending, 
I think it is a real concern. 

Mr. Ayers. There is a great alternative — we can strike a balance 
sometimes. These contracts allow you to buy down if you wanted 
to do that. We could invest half and finance half through these 
companies. So there are a variety of things we could do if we want- 
ed to change the terms, and they are very, very flexible mecha- 
nisms. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay, good. Well, if we could spend 
some time talking about that, that would be great. 

Mr. Ayers. Sure. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. That completes my questions. 
If any other Members 

Mr. Aderholt. Yes, one last thing. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Sure. 

EAST HOUSE UNDERGROUND GARAGE 

Mr. Aderholt. On the East House Underground Garage, what 
is the status of that project? 

Mr. Ayers. On the East House Underground Garage, we took the 
first several months of this fiscal year to update the design of that 
project to incorporate energy-saving measures in there. It was de- 
signed many years ago and the design didn’t incorporate any en- 
ergy-conservation measures. 

So we thought, before implementing the construction, which this 
Subcommittee funded last year, we would tune up the design to in- 
corporate some energy-saving features like installing carbon mon- 
oxide detectors so that, instead of exhaust fans running 24 hours 
a day, 7 days a week, we put in carbon monoxide detectors that, 
when carbon monoxide gets to a certain level, the fans turn on. So 
that is a great new technology for parking garages, and we thought 
it would really be a good investment for us to make some energy- 
conservation measures in there. 

So we are on tap to finish that this spring, and then we will 
move to award that contract. It will probably be this fall before it 
is actually awarded and probably next winter or early spring before 
it is in construction. 

There is another good story about that. We requested and the 
Subcommittee appropriated $6 million for alternative parking 
schemes, and we have determined that we are no longer going to 
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need to do that. In fact, House Parking is going to be able to ac- 
commodate all of the parking that comes out of that garage. So 
that money is available for us to reprogram to things that are on 
the list of higher priorities. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Great. Excellent. 

What about the chunk of the ceiling that fell out of the Cannon 
tunnel the other day? 

Mr. Ayers. There was a piece of plaster that fell 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Which, again, always seems to hap- 
pen right before your hearing. 

Mr. Ayers. That pesky House superintendent. I don’t know how 
he does these things, but he is very good at it. 

We did have a piece of plaster fall, and it was just some water 
incursion that did that. We tested all of the plaster around it, and 
we are not concerned that it is a bigger problem. It is just an iso- 
lated incident. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay, great. 

FACILITY renewal SCHEDULE/COST UPDATES 

Seeing no other questions, the homework that I wanted to ask 
you for is if you could provide a timeline including currently esti- 
mated schedules and costs for planning, design, and construction 
on all major facility renewals through 2020. We are just trying to 
get a handle on, given that we have the Revitalization Trust Fund, 
what is coming down the pike and the priority order. 

Mr. Ayers. Yes. Very good. Thank you. Madam Chair. 

[Clerk’s note. — ^AOC response to homework is included in ques- 
tions for the record.] 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Thank you very much. 

With that, the Subcommittee stands adjourned until next Tues- 
day at 10:15, where we will hear from yet another legislative 
branch agency — the Capitol Police. Thank you. 

The Subcommittee stands adjourned. 



298 


QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

CHAIR DEBBIE WASSERMAN SCHULTZ 

Mr. Stephen T. Ayers, AIA, LEED AP 
FY 201 1 Budget of the Architect of the Capitol and Infrastructure Needs 


Homework: Major Facility Renewals 

Question: Please provide a timeline, including currently estimated schedules and costs, for planning, design, 
and construction on all major facility renewals thru 2020. 

ANSWER: Prior to submitting its Fiscal Year 201 1 budget request, the Architect of the Capitol developed a 
draft Five-Year Capital Improvements Plan covering Fiscal Years 2011 through 2015. The projected 
construction schedules and cost estimates for major facility renewals included in the draft Five-Year Capital 
Improvements Plan are shown on the attached chart. The major projects included are consistent with this plan 
as well as the Capitol Complex Master Plan and individual Jurisdictions Plans. 1‘he attached chart includes 
major building renewals and larger building system replacements such as roof replacements and infrastructure 
improvements. Smaller deferred maintenance and capital renewal projects, capital improvement projects, and 
new construction projects are not included in the chart. 

The cost estimates range from final estimates based on completed designs to rough order of magnitude 
estimates used for planning purposes. Construction projects listed in Fiscal Year 201 1 have completed designs 
and final cost estimates. Construction projects identified for execution during Fiscal Years 2012 to 2015 may 
be currently in the design phase or design may not yet be initiated. For those that are currently in the design 
phase, a provisional cost estimate is provided with explanatory notes on the chart. For projects not yet under 
design, the best possible cost estimate or rough order of magnitude cost is included. In some cases, emergent 
projects are shown with a 'To Be Determined” cost. 

Projects with design beginning beyond Fiscal Year 2015 are not depicted on the chart. The Architect of the 
Capitol projects a significant number of major building and facility system renewals will be required from 
Fiscal Year 2016 to Fiscal Year 2020. These may include building renewals for the Library of Congress 
buildings, Longworth House Office Building, Russell Senate Office Building, and Rayburn House Office 
Building, as well as utility tunnel renewals and additional Capitol Power Plant system renewals. In future Five- 
Year Capital Improvements Plans, the Architect of the Capitol will continue to refine the out-year program to 
maximize phasing and schedule efficiencies, refine cost estimates, and minimize construction fatigue. The 
Architect of the Capitol will continue to provide Congress with updates to the Capitol Complex Master Plan and 
Jurisdiction Plans, and reflect changes in future Five-Year Capital Improvements Plans. 

Flat Budget 

Question: Please summarize the impact of a flat Fiscal Year 201 1 budget. Particularly focus on the impact to 
staff especially possible furloughs and impact to mission. 

ANSWER: The Architect of the Capitol’s budget request includes $216 million for Line Item Construction 
Program projects; $50 million to maintain and replenish the House Historic Buildings Revitalization Trust 
Fund; and $46 million for other multi-year projects such as minor construction. Library of Congress space 
reorganization. House Chief Administrative Officer projects, and energy reduction efforts. The Architect of the 




299 


Capitol requested S443 million for day-to-day operations and maintenance efforts for the Capitol Building; 
House and Senate Office Buildings; Capitol Grounds; Capitol Police Buildings Grounds and Security; Library 
Buildings and Grounds; the Capitol Power Plant; the Capitol Visitor Center; the Botanic Garden; and central 
staff General Administration functions such as financial management, procurement, information technology, 
human capital, and planning and project management. 

The Architect of the Capitol has reassessed the overall budget submittal at the request of the Subcommittee. AH 
of the projects in the original submission are immediate priorities; and the operational funding request reflects 
the funding necessary for the Architect of the Capitol to perform its mission to maintain, operate and preserve 
the Capitol complex. Although not an ideal solution, the Architect of the Capitol has identified a means to 
decrease the budget request by approximately $153 million. This could be accomplished through a combination 
of project phasing, deferrals, and the use of a small amount of available prior-year funds. The majority of the 
$153 million decrease (or $130 million) would need to be taken from deferred maintenance and life-safety 
projects. This will result In a significant impact to the Architect of the Capitol’s planned program to address 
this backlog of projects, and will result in a need for additional funding in subsequent years to complete the 
projects at a cost that will include inflation. 

A project classified as deferred maintenance is one where the maintenance, repair, or replacement work already 
is past due and causing failure or partial failure. The Architect of the Capitol requested funds for three large 
deferred maintenance projects that cannot be accomplished using existing resources, and will be difficult to 
phase further, and thus would need to be postponed to a future year. These projects include the Capitol 
Building Exterior Stone and Metal Preserv^ation ($1 1.2 million). John Adams Building Copper Roof and Fall 
Protection ($14.7 million) and Hart Senate Office Building Roof and Skylight Replacement ($15.8 million). 
Deferral of these projects will continue to impact the required maintenance on each building and could also 
drive schedule issues. 

Based on a potential deferral, the Architect of the Capitol currently is reassessing the sequencing of the Capitol 
Building Exterior Stone and Metal Preservation project’s five phases to avoid visible scaffolding during the 
next inauguration, and to prevent conflict with the Dome Rehabilitation project. This revised sequencing may 
require that the first phase on the north side of the Capitol Building (which has not been restored in over 100 
years) may no longer be the first phase. A recent failure on the West Front causes a concern that we are likely 
to see an increased amount of similar failures that are a risk to public safety. Architect of the Capitol staff 
removed damaged stone (approximately 4,500 cubic inches) to prevent life-safety hazards and damage to the 
infrastructure below the area. The Architect of the Capitol will incur increased inspection and mitigation costs 
until the project is ftinded and completed. 

Postponement of the John Adams Building Copper Roof and Fall Protection Replacement project complicates a 
series of other capital projects in terms of sequencing, construction logistics, and increased costs. Operations 
funds will continue to be expended to manage the leaks. If the project is deferred, the damage to the building's 
infrastructure and the threat to the Library of Congress's collections will increase. The potential for electrical 
shorts, fire hazards, and mold growth will escalate. In addition. Architect of the Capitol personnel will continue 
to be at greater risk for accidents due to lack of a certified roof fall protection system. Maintenance and repairs 
needed on the edge of the roof will continue to be deferred leading to the potential for greater roof leakage 
issues. 

The Hart Senate Office Building Roof and Skyli^t Replacement project would improve the building’s Facility 
Condition Index from fair to excellent. Deferring the project will result in further deterioration, increased 
project cost, increased facility maintenance expenditures, and increased risk of continued failures. Additional 
operational man-hours will need to be redirected to monitor and mitigate the impacts of water infiltration from 
the roof and skylight leaks, and to ensure sufficient mitigation of life-safety issues. 
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Additional projects would need to be deferred to meet a zero-growth budget. These include three projects 
within the existing Library of Congress Buildings and one mission-critical capital construction project. The 
final phase of the Library’s Secured Storage Facilities would be deferred and the Library’s Platinum Collection 
(including the original manuscript of the Star Spangled Banner, one of 12 Stradivari violas in existence, the 
Law Library’s Russian Imperial and Canon Law collections, very rare 14*^ century hand-drawn sea maps, the 
first photographs of Abraham Lincoln, a Gutenberg Bible, the original rough draft of the Declaration of 
Independence , the initial draft of the Emancipation Proclamation, and the drafts of the Gettysburg Address) 
will continue to be at risk for environmental damage and security. The replacement of air handling units in the 
Thomas Jefferson Building would need to be deferred despite the Fiscal Year 2011 construction meshing 
ideally with Library personnel and collections movements. Additional cost will be incurred to remove 
collections for later construction. Additional life-safety risk will be incurred with the deferral of the next phase 
of Library elevator modernization. With a deferral of the construction of Collection Storage Module 5, the 
Library will face significant safety, retrieval, storage and preservation issues that will impact their ability to 
meet their mission of sustaining and preserving a collection of knowledge for current and future generations. 

To meet a zero-growth budget, the Architect of the Capitol would also need to defer information technology 
refresh and improvement projects that would increase operational efficiency. The deferral of energy projects 
will increase the risk that the Architect of the Capitol will be unable to meet reduction goals mandated by the 
Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 and the Green the Capitol Initiative. The Architect of the 
Capitol will not be able to meet United Stales Capitol Police requests for additional maintenance and 
operational support. 

The Architect of the Capitol would need to defer some of the requests for new Full Time Equivalents for 
expanded mission areas, but would not recommend cutting funds that would lead to any furloughing of existing 
employees. Deferring projects leads to additional operations efforts that necessitate the retention of the current 
workforce size but will lead to unpredictable decreases in other operational support. Deep cuts to our 
operational budget would significantly tie our hands lo address the day-to-day maintenance that keeps our 
facilities going. Our employees maintain the Capitol complex in the relatively good condition you see now with 
the funding we’ve received in our current appropriations and with sheer ingenuity. Without maintaining this 
level of investment, over the long term our facilities will suffer from the effects of daily wear and tear. By 
reducing our operational budget, we’ll no longer have the resources to address these issues in the short term. 

Federal Office Building 8 Cost and Schedule 

Your budget submission requests $14,1 00,000 to design and begin construction to outfit Federal Office 
Building 8, in large part for use as swing space during the Cannon House Office Building renewal. 

Question: What portion of these funds is for design, and what portion is for construction? 

ANSWER: The entire $14.1 million requested in the Fiscal Year 2011 budget request is for the tenant 
improvement construction phase. 

Question: What is the total amount required for the construction phase? 

ANSWER: There are two construction phases for Federal Office Building 8: security improvements 
construction and tenant improvements constniction. The first, security improvements construction, is underway 
and costs $10.4 million. An additional $3.2 million was applied for security improvements’ design services for 
a total security improvements cost of $13.6 million. Tenant improvement design costs are funded by the 
General Services Administration and not required from the Architect of the Capitol. The total amount required 
for the tenant improvements construction phase is $31.5 million. Of this required amount, approximately $5.8 
million will be applied from previously appropriated funds. The remaining construction phase funding of $25.7 
million will be required in Fiscal Years 2011 and 2012. The total current estimate for the Architect of the 
Capitol’s Federal Office Building 8 pre-lease costs is approximately $45. 1 million. 
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Question: Can the construction and design portion of this proj«:t be delayed without affecting the schedule for 
the Cannon HOB renewal? 

ANSWER: No, Federal Office Building 8 construction funding cannot be delayed without the potential of 
impacting the Cannon House Office Building Renewal schedule. According to the General Services 
Administration, Federal Office Building 8 wilt be ready for occupancy in October 2012. During Fiscal Year 
2013, the current plan relocates selected occupants (support offices and functions) from House Office Buildings 
to Federal Office Building 8. Starting in Fiscal Year 2014, the vacated spaces in the House Office Buildings 
will be renovated, and Members’ offices situated within the area defined as the Cannon Renewal Project’s 
Phase 1 will be relocated to these renovated spaces. 

Question: What would be the cost implications of a postponement of the requested construction or design 
work until FY 2012? 

ANSWER: The project could be subject to construction delay and escalation costs, including lease costs of a 
rough order of magnitude of $13 million. A delay in the ability to relocate people to Federal Office Building 8 
could drive a delay in the Cannon House Office Building Renewal Project that would ultimately add to the 
project’s overall construction costs. 


Capital Improvements Plan and Deferred Maintenance Backlog 

Your submission and testimony mention how the Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) has refined the way 
Architect of the Capitol projects deferred maintenance and capital renewal requirements. 

Question: What target level for condition of a given asset does the Architect of the Capitol use to estimate how 
much work needs to be done? Are improvements expected to restore an asset to a like-new condition, or are 
there other performance-based measures available? 

ANSWER: In its Strategic Plan, the Architect of the Capitol has defined an acceptable range of property, 
plant, and equipment to be '‘Good” to “Excellent” based on the Facility Condition Index (a measurement of 
deferred maintenance cost to estimated building replacement cost) with a goal of 90 percent of facilities 
assessed within this range. A less-than “Good” rating indicates that the facility requires a significant amount of 
maintenance. 

Improvements made during whole building renewal programs, such as the proposed Cannon House Office 
Building, will restore the facility to a like-new condition to the extent possible while adhering to historic 
preservation requirements. Renewals replace obsolete equipment with modem technology that provides 
enhanced functionality, higher performance standards, and allows a comprehensive incorporation of sustainable 
principles to achieve overall improvements to the workspace environment while reducing a facility’s carbon 
footprint, as well as energy and water consumption. Historic preservation principles may affect efforts to 
produce “like-new” facilities. In some cases, it is more important to preserve original fabric; therefore, broken 
Slone, worn stair treads, and other age-driven wear-and-tcar may remain to ensure that the historic integrity is 
intact. Original windows may be refurbished rather than replaced, while additional measures can be 
implemented to improve thermal performance and security protection. 

Some Capital Improvements Plan projects are requested to repair aging infrastructure in advance of a whole 
building renewal if a building component or system is at the point of failure and cannot be sustained until the 
planned renewal. Other projects provide improvements to meet urgent life-safety or security requirements, 
which otherwise could be provided during a whole building renewal program. These types of projects provide 
partial upgrades to facilities but do not restore an entire facility to a like-new condition. 
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Question: What other ways has the Architect of the Capitol explored to refine the model used to generate the 
CIP to give us a better picture of what work absolutely will need to be done to maintain assets and mitigate risks 
to operations or life- safety? 

ANSWER; Development of Architect of the Capitol’s draft Five-Year Capital Improvements Plan began with 
an unconstrained list of projects with proposed timelines, and a cost estimate or rough order of magnitude, 
depending on where the project was in terms of design completion. This list was then refined to logically group 
projects and sequencing for economies of scale and construction efficiencies. The scheduled execution of major 
work was compared to the proposed time lines of whole building renewals as envisioned in the Capitol 
Complex Master Plan. Work elements in the Facility Condition Assessment database were reviewed to 
determine if there were any significant building system work elements that were not addressed through a 
Capital Improvements Plan project in a timely manner. 

The Architect of the Capitol assessed the Strategic Plan to assure that the Capital Improvements Plan addressed 
goals to improve the Capitol complex’s Facility Condition Index (a commonly used metric established to gauge 
the present “health” of a facility by comparing the value of deferred maintenance to the current replacement 
value.) The need for facility upgrades or improvements, and mandates such as energy reduction goals. Office of 
Compliance citation abatement, physical security enhancements, and emerging client needs were also 
considered. The Architect of the Capitol then examined opportunities for phasing work to spread the cost 
impact over several years, and assessed whether there were sequencing conflicts, or access or usage issues, and 
adjusted accordingly. 

The Architect of the Capitol also matured the urgency rating methodology. Under the prioritization process, 
projects are given an urgency rating of “Immediate” (work must be executed within one to two years to avoid 
system failure), “High” (the execution window is three to five years), and “Medium” (execution can be deferred 
five or more years). Congress is provided with the entire list of requested and deferred projects in order to give 
a more accurate view of what work needs to be done and when. 

The resulting draft Five-Year Capital Improvements Plan shows an escalating projected requirement to maintain 
the facilities and sustain Congressional operations. As reflected in the Architect of the Capitol’s Fiscal Year 
2011 budget request, $216 million in Line Item Construction Projects is required. This increases to $400 
million in Fiscal Year 2012. reduces to $300 million in Fiscal Year 2013, and increases in Fiscal Years 2014 
and 2015 to $500 million per year. These peaks and valleys are due to planning model estimates for work such 
as restoration of the Dome, the Cannon Renewal, and other significant projects. 

The Architect of the Capitol’s Fiscal Year 2011 budget request reflects the resources necessary to meet 
requirements based on the analysis and prioritization methodology described above. To continue to assure that 
the portfolio investment strategy addresses the most critical mission needs, new analysis is underway assessing 
projects necessary to support direct Congressional operations. The goal is to identify the most essential work 
needed to assure those most critical facilities maintain functionality. 'I'his mission-focused program triage looks 
first at each facility, determines to what level that facility support.s Congressional operations, and then examines 
the work being proposed in the facility. It is anticipated that a matrix of options will result indicating funding 
requirements necessary to assure Congressional operations, followed by incremental options that provide 
needed improvements that may have to wait if funding is not available. The cost of deferring these options may 
rise due to inflation, and decisions regarding acceptable levels of risk may need to occur. An example of such a 
decision may be whether funding should be made available to provide emergency lighting improvements where 
inadequate lighting exists today, or whether it is feasible to defer roof replacements and deploy interim 
operational fixes to address leaks and infrastructure damage instep. 

Question: Although the CIP moderates the pace of new construction, it still calls for program increases in the 
next five years which will be difficult to sustain in our current budget environment. What annual level of 
project funding would be necessary to maintain the deferred maintenance backlog at current levels? 
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ANSWER: In order to maintain current levels of deferred maintenance backlog, capital renewal must be 
considered since, if not addressed, it becomes defened maintenance. The Architect of the Capitol projects that 
the combined deferred maintenance and capital renewal backlog for the next 10 years will be approximately 
$1.5 billion. In order to decrease the current deferr^ maintenance backlog level, annual funding of 
approximately $150 million would be required, but required funding levels will vary year to year. As time 
passes, additional items age and become deferred maintenance or capital renewal. The Architect of the Capitol 
updates the Facility Condition Assessments for 20 percent of the facilities per year. These Facility Condition 
Assessments will identify new deferred maintenance and capital renewal requirements, thus it is anticipated that 
there will continue to be deferred maintenance and capital renewal requirements on a yearly basis, even if the 
ail of the current estimated backlog for the next 10 years is funded. Please note that this estimate does not 
include life-safety, security, or energy projects, new construction, capital improvement, or operations funding. 
The Architect of the Capitol realizes that not all of the backlog could be funded during these fiscally 
challenging times. However, the estimates reflect the Architect of the Capitol’s responsibility to identify, 
quantify, and report to the Congress the state of the Capitol complex facilities. 


Capitol Power Plant Staffing 

Question: How have changes in the power plant’s fuel mix affected staffing requirements? 

ANSWER: While the Architect of the Capitol uses natural gas as the primary fuel source at the Capitol Power 
Plant, extreme situations may necessitate the use of other fuels to ensure the Plant can continue to deliver steam 
to all the facilities it serves without interruption. This requires that the Architect of the Capitol retain a set of 
personnel with the skills to work with coal, fuel oil and the related equipment. These personnel have been 
cross-trained and predominantly work in other areas such as piping insulation repairs and various day-to-day 
operational duties such as operating non-coal-related equipment. These employees arc performing work that 
was previously contracted out, which allows the Power Plant to utilize those funds for other critical repairs and 
maintenance. 

Question: Your budget proposes to add an additional 3 full time equivalents for the Capitol Power Plant to 
operate and maintain energy metering systems. At the same lime, GAO and independent consultants have 
reported as recently as 2006 that CPP has excess staffing relative to similar facilities. How have workload 
requirements changed since 2006? 

ANSWER: The Capitol Power Plant’s manning ceiling includes both operations and project-funded Full Time 
Equivalents. On the operations side, workload requirements have changed as the use of coal was decreased and 
these staff members now being utilized to perform previously contracted operations and backlogged 
preventative maintenance repairs. In addition, the installation and operation of campus-wide meters has 
increased the Capitol Power Plant’s overall workload requirements. The Architect of the Capitol recently 
received the results of an independent study of the Capitol Power Plant’s workload requirements. The 
independent assessment was a bottom-up workload analysis based on defined work using data from the Capitol 
Power Plant’s time and attendance, and work management systems. This analysis identified a slight shortfall 
for day-to-day operations (not including project-funded Full Time Equivalent requirements). This assessment 
did not take into account the installation of more than 300 new utility meters campus-wide, and the workload 
associated with monitoring energy usage and maintaining the meters, it also did not take into account the 
required work (or preventative maintenance backlog) that was not being performed due to staffing levels. The 
Capitol Power Plant requires an increase of three Full Time Equivalents to accommodate this new mission 
workload concerning the new utility meters. 

Question: Per the recommendations of the 2006 “Ross Report,” what actions have you taken to cross-train 
maintenance and operations staff? 
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ANSWER: The 2006 version of the Ross Report was a “reference-based” or a “benchmark” analysis that did 
not go into the specifics of the Capitol Power Plot’s workload requirements. Based on this reference look, the 
Ross Report recommended reductions in Power Plant administrative personnel and a greater reliance on 
centralized support (especially in the areas of safety and project management). The report did not identify a 
reduction in workload, just a difference in where people are charged. 

The Ross Report also recommended cross-training, along with a consolidation and reduction of the mechanical, 
electrical, and instrumentation shops (from 27 Full Time Equivalents to 12.) The Architect of the Capitol does 
not agree with these recommendations. In many cases, there is a need to retain specific skill sets and it is not 
possible to decrease the number of Full Time Equivalents. The Architect of the Capitol’s position is that it is 
not prudent, efficient, or economical to attempt to cross-train operators to perform hazardous electrical work. 
The Capitol Power Plant has cross-trained staff in the areas of equipment operations, insulation repair and 
digital controls operations. In addition, the new independent study included a review of ail shop maintenance 
workload and found that even with 27 Full Time Equivalents, the shops are understaffed and the Capitol Power 
Plant must use approximately nine percent additional man-hours (as over time) to perform all of the necessary 
work. 

Question: Can existing power plant staff be trained to perform functions related to metering? 

ANSWER: The existing Capitol Power Plant staff could be cross-trained to perform meter monitoring and 
maintenance work. However, the large number of meters (more than 300 campus-wide) is too large to be 
managed with current staff. The Architect of the Capitol requires additional Full Time Equivalents to perform 
this new mission. The new independent report stated, “h is important to note that we would expect additional 
defined work for the [CPP] Fingineering Organization as the program to automate and meter the plant and 
distribution system gets completed. This and other defined work associated with the environmental and energy 
efficiency compliance has not yet been defined and was not included in this analysis.” Thus, the Architect of 
the Capitol believes that the three new Full Time Equivalents are necessary. 













307 


Wednesday, March 24 , 2010. 

U.S. CAPITOL POLICE FY 2011 BUDGET REQUEST 

WITNESSES 

PHILLIP D. MORSE, SR., CHIEF OF POLICE, U.S. CAPITOL POLICE 

GLORIA JARMON, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER, U.S. CAPITOL PO- 
LICE 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Good morning. I am going to call the 
Legislative Branch Subcommittee of the House Committee on Ap- 
propriations hearing to order. 

Today, we have our hearing on the Capitol Police’s 2011 budget 
request. We have Chief Phillip Morse, the chief of the Capitol Po- 
lice, and Gloria Jarmon, the Capitol Police’s chief administrative of- 
ficer, with us this morning. 

We have a lot to cover, to say the least. And we absolutely appre- 
ciate — “appreciate” isn’t even a strong enough word — the work and 
dedication and devotion and commitment of the officers and their 
leadership that protect us every day. 

And I want to particularly thank them — I mean, there is always 
something to thank them for, but particularly ask you to thank 
them for their efforts over the last several days. Because, clearly, 
since the inauguration, this last few days was the most trying and 
difficult time that the Capitol Police had, in ensuring that the 
Members were protected and also in crowd control and keeping 
temperatures simmered to a degree that they didn’t get out of con- 
trol. And there were some incidents; the Capitol Police addressed 
those incidents. 

But it is really important to emphasize — and, you know, we, as 
Members, are inside the Capitol and certainly aren’t privy to all 
the conflict that went on. But, as a result of the health care reform 
debate, it was very obvious that that was a pressure-cooker situa- 
tion outside that could have easily spiraled out of control and that, 
thanks to the good work of the Capitol Police, did not. And the 
Members were protected, and the public that was there that was 
in opposition to most of that crowd was protected as well. So, thank 
you. 

I want to go over, at least to some degree, the idea of officer mo- 
rale, because that is always an issue. It is an issue that we should 
make sure that we pay attention to. I know it is an important issue 
to you. It is one that you are a big defender of and promoter of 
But the demand on these people, which is — we have to remember 
that they are each individuals in a high-pressure situation, and we 
have to make sure that they feel that they have all the support 
that they need, not just from you, which I know you try to provide 
them with that every day, but also from us as Members who rep- 
resent the public. 

But that is one of the reasons that I am incredibly dis- 
appointed — it would be hard to overstate my disappointment — in 
the fact that the Capitol Police has not been able to get a handle 
on fiscal management and has not been able to responsibly and 
properly handle your budget. Even after dramatic changes, even 
after bringing in accountability measures, even after bringing in in- 
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dividuals who were supposed to be responsible for cleaning up the 
mess, the mess isn’t clean. And we have to do something. 

And I know you and I have talked about it. I know that you are 
committed to taking the steps that need to be taken. But I am 
going to have several questions for you that I think we need to talk 
about publicly so that we can get to a point where we can feel con- 
fident that the budget, going forward, is going to be one that we 
can rely on. I mean, that is the most important thing that we do 
in the Appropriations Committee. 

So, with that, I look forward to hearing your testimony. We are 
also going to be reviewing the reports on the budget from the In- 
spector General, which I hope is going to be forthcoming sooner 
rather than later. 

But just to provide the details, the amended budget is $9 million 
more than the original request. The police are now requesting 
$385.5 million, which is 17 percent more than the fiscal year 2010 
level. Within that total, you are requesting 52 new sworn officers, 
12 new civilians, and $29 million in overtime. That, it should be 
noted, is almost $4 million than the current year’s budget for over- 
time. 

I look forward to your statement. And your full statement will 
be entered into the record. And, after Mr. Aderholt, you can pro- 
ceed with a 5-minute summary. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Thank you. Chief, for being here. Thank you for your service. I 
also want to welcome the Chief Administrative Officer today to join 
us, as well, for the hearing. 

Thank you for coming to the office last week. We had a chance 
to visit and discuss a little bit about the financial problems that 
you have been confronted with. I, too, like the Chair, share con- 
cerns about the seriousness of the mismanagement and am glad to 
see that you are on top of that, that you are working diligently on 
that; also, the decision for the Inspector General to audit the occur- 
rences. And hopefully his recommendations will help us clarify the 
mistakes that have occurred and what needs to be done to ensure 
that they are not repeated. 

As the Madam Chair says, I would be remiss if I didn’t mention 
the work of the Capitol Police force, all that they do on a daily 
basis and all that they do to not only protect those of us who work 
here in the Capitol but also our visitors, which are literally millions 
each year. So we thank you for their tireless efforts. 

So, thank you both for being here. Look forward to your testi- 
mony. And we will probably have some questions in a few minutes. 
Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

Chief 

Chief Morse. Good morning. Madam Chair and members of the 
committee, Mr. Aderholt. It is a pleasure to be here. It is my honor 
to be here and to testify before you for the fiscal year 2011 budget. 

First, I would like to thank the committee for its sustained and 
unwavering support of the men and women of the United States 
Capitol Police. You and your staffs have continuously and very gen- 
erously supported both the mission and our personnel, and not just 
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in a monetary way but also in a private and public recognition to 
our operational accomplishments. 

Over the last year, the men and women of the United States 
Capitol Police have, with your support, successfully performed their 
law enforcement and security roles with expertise, poise, and integ- 
rity. From a historic inauguration through colossal snowstorms — 
and, yes, they all came to work — and, most recently, through some 
of the groundbreaking legislation where we had late nights, week- 
end sessions, demonstrations, all these men and women balanced 
security of the campus with the facilitation of the legislative proc- 
ess. 

Additionally, the department implemented the Library of Con- 
gress Police merger. We are transitioning our primary fleet to a 
leasing program through the General Services Administration. We 
have replaced our ballistic vests for our officers. And we have pro- 
ceeded with the migration of a financial management system to the 
Library of Congress for cross-servicing. 

However, the past year has not been without setbacks, primarily 
within our financial management areas. And, as you note, the de- 
partment recently discovered that we made a salaries miscalcula- 
tion error in our fiscal year 2010 budget request, and that resulted 
in projected salary shortfalls. This miscalculation also resulted in 
the department submitting a budget amendment for the 2011 
budget request, which is now before you for your consideration. 

Once I learned of this problem, I did take immediate action to 
assess the issue, to coordinate with the Capitol Police Board, and 
to notify you, our oversight committees, and to immediately develop 
a plan to address the problem. And I took full responsibility for 
this issue. As the Chief of Police, that is what I am supposed to 
do. And it is now my duty to make sure that it does not happen 
again and that the impact to our agency is minimal. 

In doing so, we conducted an internal review of funding for po- 
tential reprogramming to address the shortfall, with a primary 
focus on maintaining our security and law enforcement mission and 
also mitigating possible impacts to our workforce. 

And to find out why our budget process failed, I have asked the 
Inspector General of the United States Capitol Police to conduct an 
audit of our fiscal year 2010 and 2011 budget formulation proc- 
esses, to provide me with a report as soon as possible so that I can 
take immediate corrective action. 

In closing, I am well aware and I understand the economic cli- 
mate that affects our country, the legislative branch, and the entire 
Federal Government. And I want to assure, Mr. Aderholt, Madam 
Chair, that we will adapt to the resources that you provide us, and 
we will continue to safeguard the congressional community. 

So, again, I just appreciate all your good comments, great com- 
ments to our agency. It is our duty to be here, and we take a great 
privilege in protecting this institution. So, thank you very much. 

[Chief Morse’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Chairwoman Wasserman Schultz, Representative Aderholt, and Members 
of the Committee, I am honored to be here today, and appreciate the 
opportunity to present the United States Capitol Police budget request for fiscal 
year 2011. 


First, I would like to thank the Committee for its sustained and 
unwavering support for the men and women of the United States Capitol 
Police. You and your staff have continued to generously support both the 
mission as well as our personnel - not just in a monetary way, but also in 
private and public recognition of our role and responsibilities. The security and 
protection of this great institution is indeed our job, but we consider it a sacred 
duty and privilege to serve you, the congressional staff, and the millions of 
visitors from every corner of the world who come to the United States Capitol 
complex every day of the year. 


Nationally Accredited by the Commission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies. Inc. 
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Due in large part to your support, the Department continues to progress 
and evolve toward our shared vision of becoming a premier security and law 
enforcement agency. 

With your support, the Department has over the last year successfully 
implemented the Library of Congress Police Merger, transitioned our primary 
fleet to a fleet leasing program through the General Services Administration, 
replaced ballistic vests for our officers, and proceeded with the migration of our 
financial management system to the Library of Congress for cross-servicing. 

With regard to our progress on addressing administrative deficiencies 
and improving corresponding business practices, we continue to experience 
challenges. 

In recent weeks, we discovered some calculation errors that occurred 
with regard to the formulation of our FY 2011 budget request. I am able to 
report to you however, that we identified the sources and scope of the errors, 
and have submitted an amended budget request to the Congress for 
consideration. I also requested that the Office of Inspector General begin a 
review of the Department's budget formulation process. 

These calculation errors originated in our FY 2010 budget causing a need 
to identify funds within our accounts to address funding requirements. We 
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have identified these funds and will be asking for your support through a 
reprogramming request in the near future. 

The modifications to our intended FY 2010 budget execution will ensure 
our ability to maintain the security of the Capitol Complex and to support our 
workforce by maintaining our critical human capital programs. They will not be 
without pain for the Department but are necessary for our mission capability. 

Our amended FY 2011 budget request does not change the scope of the 
mission requirements within the request before you. It is still with two basic 
principles in mind — moving forward and achieving continuous improvement — 
that our fiscal year 2011 budget request is based. 

Our mission-focused request is grounded in the USCP strategic goals that 
describe our mission and frame our budget planning: 1) assessing the threat 
to the Capitol community, 2) taking proactive measures to mitigate the threat 
so as to prevent disruption to the legislative process, 3) responding in the 
event of a disruption so that Congress can continue to operate, and 4) 
supporting USCP's mission through constructive internal business processes 
and controls that foster effective and efficient mission delivery. 

This budget is strong in support of those goals — with modest increases 
and initiatives that move us soundly toward our vision of a model, state-of- 
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the-art federal law enforcement agency — yet it is flexible enough to achieve 
and maintain solid mission-critical results with efficient use of resources at a 
funding level near our FY 2010 appropriated level. 

The proposed FY 2011 budget is designed to address and mitigate 
identified security challenges that potentially affect the safety of the Capitol 
complex and keep up with the changing security environment and threat level, 
and also contains requests to solidify innovative, protective technological 
Initiatives previously funded and underway, for example, the Radio 
Modernization Initiative and continuing support of the Alternate Computer 
Facility. In addition, it incrementally augments our force development goals to 
maximize personnel depth and strength, 

I would first like to offer the Committee an overarching summary 
of our FY 2011 request. I will follow the summary with a discussion of specific 
budget items of particular significance to you and the Department. 

The fiscal year 2011 request totals $385 million representing an overall 
increase of 17 percent, or $57 million over the enacted FY 2010 funding level 
of $328 million. Our request represents increases in three areas: 1) Personnel 
or "salaries;" 2) General expenses; and 3) Special projects and new initiatives. 
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With regard to personnel, we are requesting an overall increase which 
includes funding for 52 new sworn positions and 12 new civilian positions. 

With regard to general expenses, we are requesting an overall increase 
which is primarily due to the modifications made to general expenses in 2010 
including funding for operational travel; outfitting and training new sworn 
personnel, if approved; enhanced management systems, et cetera. 

With regard to the third area of special projects and new initiatives, we 
are requesting funding that would support the final phase of the Radio 
Modernization Initiative and certain other new annual and multi-year initiatives 
that would fund security requirements primarily associated with projects 
expected to be undertaken by the Architect of the Capitol, as well as other 
security related programs. 

The combined bottom line for all three of these areas represents an 
overall increase of 17 percent over enacted fiscal year 2010 funding levels. 

The first subject area that I would like to provide more detail for is in the 
area of personnel salaries and overtime, where we are requesting an increase 
of which includes staffing enhancements and funding for overtime. 
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Personnel costs are reflective of salaries and benefits - to include an 
anticipated cost-of-living increase, insurance benefits and retirement, within- 
grade step increases and promotions, and overtime. In addition, personnel 
costs also include funding for workers compensation, specialty-assignment pay 
for sworn personnel, metro-transit subsidy, incentive awards, and student loan 
repayment programs. 

The Department's FY 2011 personnel request reflects our continuous 
efforts at all levels of management to effectively manage our existing 
resources to achieve the best possible balance of staff-to-mission 
requirements. We are constantly analyzing our workforce to align job 
functions, assignments, workload, risk management, and organizational 
readiness along with the ever-changing threat assessments and mandatory 
mission requirements of a dynamic Congressional community and its environs. 

Using the 2007 Enlightened Leadership Solutions (or ELS) manpower 
study, we now have a multi-year roadmap to help guide our budget and 
staffing recommendations regarding the resources needed to accomplish each 
operational process as identified in the study. 


To better manage our sworn resources and to work toward determining 
the actual manpower needed to meet our existing mission, in conjunction with 
the ELS study, a custom-designed formula was devised to determine the true 
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number of work-hours in a year that each officer is available to perform work. 
This "utility" number is used to determine overall staffing requirements, and 
balances the utility of available staff with annua! salary and overtime funding 
along with known mission requirements such as post coverage, projected 
unscheduled events such as demonstrations, late sessions, holiday concerts, et 
cetera, and unfunded requirements that occur after the budget is enacted, 
such as unforeseen critical emergency situations. 

The Department’s current authorized sworn strength does not entirely 
provide the necessary resources to meet all our mission requirements within 
the established utility. Thus, mission requirements in excess of available 
personnel must be addressed through use of overtime, identification of 
efficiencies such as post realignment and/or reductions, technology, and 
cutbacks within the utility, such as reductions in the number of hours of 
training. 

With that in mind, our requested FY 2011 personnel costs support the 
current authorized staffing levels of 1,800 sworn and 443 civilians as well as a 
request for 52 new sworn and 12 new civilian positions, resulting in a total 
overall increase in personnel from 2,243 to 2,307. 

In FY 2011, the addition of 52 new sworn positions would address 
mission needs and work toward our goal of closing the gap — as validated by 
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the ELS manpower study — between existing mission requirements and current 
staffing levels through assignment of the additional personnel to the Uniformed 
Services Bureau. 

The approval of additional sworn strength in FY 2011 will have a positive 
effect on our ability to manage the inter-related balance of mission 
requirements, overtime use, and officer training. 

The request for 12 new civilian positions will provide much needed 
professional and technical support for the Department in the areas of fleet 
management; budget analysis; IT security, network operations, systems 
administration, and telecommunications; and physical security operations, as 
well as three (3) positions in the Office of Inspector General, consisting of one 
(1) criminal investigator, one (1) financial management and internal control 
auditor, and one (1) information technology and contract auditor. 

It should be noted that half of the requested new civilian positions 
would replace existing contract employees, with the resulting savings in 
contract dollars offsetting the cost of additional personnel added to the 
permanent employment rolls. 

At current overtime levels, we are able meet our mission by continuing 
to adjust officers' training hours and finding efficiencies in post requirements, 
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However, any additional or new mission assumptions will require additional 
sworn personnel or equivalent overtime to meet new requirements. 

At current staffing levels, the Department's FY 2011 basic overtime 
projection of approximately $27 million reflects an increase over the $25.5 
million that was provided for in FY 2010. This increase of $1.5 million includes 
cost-of-living increases. 

Other requested increases to overtime include an additional $201 
thousand in funding to cover Library of Congress' non-reimbursable events, 
and $1.84 million for overtime necessary to secure new multi-year AOC 
initiatives, to include the Capitol Dome Skirt, and Utility Tunnel projects. 

These items bring the total FY 2011 overtime request to $29,094 million 
which is an increase of $3.6 million — or 14.1 percent over the enacted FY 
2010 level for overtime. 

The second area of detail is our requested general expenses budget, 
which includes protective travel; hiring, outfitting, and training of new sworn 
personnel; supplies and equipment; management systems; etcetera. 

Significant savings in our general expense budget provides an offset to 
our requested increases by realizing reductions in major areas such as 
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contractual services, executing efficiencies in physical security systems, 
movement of our financial systems from the Department of Interior's National 
Business Center to the Library of Congress, and the realigning of core training 
requirements to specific and critical job competencies. 

The third and final area of detail is a request for multi and no year 
funding for special projects and new initiatives, to include the final phase of the 
Radio Modernization Initiative, Alternative Computer Facility fit-out, and the 
design and installation of security equipment and systems for utility tunnels, 
hallways, and garages throughout the Capitol complex. The total funding 
requested for these special projects is $32,187 million, of which $15,956 
million is for the final phase of the Department's multi-year Radio 
Modernization Initiative. 

Over the past two fiscal years, the Congress approved the USCP's 
requests to develop an encrypted, interoperable digital radio system able to 
communicate securely and immediately across the Capitol campus as well as 
with other first responding federal, state and local law enforcement partners. 

The upgrade to a new-generation VHF trunked radio communications 
system will achieve reliable, secure radio contact in routine day-to-day 
operations and in emergency situations from any location within the 
jurisdiction of the USCP. 

iO 
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We are grateful for the Congress's substantial response to our previous 
requests in the FY 2009 Supplemental and FY 2010 annual appropriation that 
addressed this critical communications vulnerability, supporting our endeavor 
to provide dynamic enhancements — in this post-9/11 security environment — 
to our aging, outdated radio equipment and infrastructure. 

I am especially pleased to report that the system delivery for Phase I of 
the radio modernization is on schedule and within budget for completion within 
budget estimate. 

The current FY 2011 budget request of $15,956 million over two years is 
for the final indoor portion of this highly complex project. This request falls 
within the contract's broadly estimated range of costs, including contingencies, 
which we provided for you during the FY 2010 budget discussion. The final 
phase will provide the infrastructure changes necessary to support the new 
radio system. 

To calculate the cost of completing the Radio Modernization Project, our 
NAVAIR contractors — who are highly experienced in design and implementing 
communications systems for other Federal agencies — conducted a detailed 
design engineering study of each building, garage, tunnel, and outdoor site in 
the Capitol complex - each with unique characteristics requiring different 
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engineering design solutions. With Congressional approval of this request, we 
expect the project to be completed on-time and within budget in 2012. 

Further, the Department is requesting $16,231 million to support 
eight additional new security initiatives. These include: security enhancements 
for the Alternate Computer Facility; security designs for the utility tunnel 
system; design and installation of a security program for the AOC's Dome Skirt 
Rehabilitation project; design of a security management system for the Federal 
Office Building 8; design and installation of a security camera system in egress 
points within House and Senate office buildings; design and installation of 
security management systems within House and Senate parking garages; a 
perimeter security and a garage and tunnel screening. 

Based on the Department's rigorous Force Development business process 
that includes review by our Executive Management Team, Executive Team, and 
Police Board of our budget requirements, the Department identified for FY 
2011 budget consideration only those increases most critical to further our 
mission and support certain projects planned by our legislative partners. 

We are well aware of and understand the economic climate that affects 
our country, the Legislative Branch and the entire federal government, and I 
want to assure you that the USCP will successfully adapt our resources and 
continue to safeguard the Congressional community. 

12 
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I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today and would be 
glad to answer any questions you may have at this time. 
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RESPONSIBILITY FOR BUDGET FORMULATION AND EXECUTION 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. Thank you so much, Chief 
Morse. And, again, thank you for your service and the service of 
your officers. 

The thing that I have emphasized, that we have emphasized the 
most as a subcommittee since the subcommittee was reconstituted 
is fiscal responsibility and responsible fiscal management. And that 
is applicable whether it was the CVC or the Capitol Police or GPO 
or any other problems that have come up. 

In the case of the Capitol Police, the comparison that came to 
mind for me with you — not you, personally, but with the police 
management — continuing to be responsible for developing and exe- 
cuting your budget, it is like asking a coal miner to run a res- 
taurant. I couldn’t think of a better analogy than that because 
those are two things that are so completely separate in terms of re- 
sponsibility and skill, quite frankly, and time management. 

I mean, we discussed in my office that I fully appreciate all the 
responsibility — actually, there is no way I fully appreciate all the 
responsibility that you have, but I appreciate that it is significant. 
And it is significant and unrelated to administrative responsibil- 
ities. Ideally, you are able to hire people who you can surround 
yourself with to handle responsibly that budget development and 
execution. But that hasn’t happened. And it is not just you; it has 
been ongoing for a long time. 

Previously, the Capitol Police was not responsible for develop- 
ment and execution of your budget. So, given that we don’t want 
coal miners running restaurants because we want to make sure 
that coal miners can do their job and that the food we eat, you 
know, comes out better than a coal miner might prepare it, why 
shouldn’t we just simply turn the budget development responsibil- 
ities over to the legislative branch agencies, as it was done in pre- 
vious years, leaving the Capitol Police Board obviously in place for 
review and oversight, so that you can focus on your mission? 

And I realize that you have some concerns about that, but I 
would like to know what they are. 

Chief Morse. Sure. 

With respect to this budget issue, you are right, it is very dis- 
appointing. It impacts the police department in so many ways. And 
the disappointment, for me, is the successes that we had in this 
area over the past couple of years and at the direction of this com- 
mittee. You know, we obtained clean financial statements. So that 
means that we made tremendous progress in correcting material 
weaknesses, that we were able to fill vacancies and stop chaos and 
move forward. And, in doing so, we were able to prepare and for- 
mulate a budget submission in 2009 that was correct and that rep- 
resented the needs of the agency as well as the needs of the Com- 
mittee. 

So, what happened? And the question is, why does it continue to 
happen? With this particular issue, with what happened, you 
know, specifically, the Inspector General’s audit will hopefully give 
us that answer. 

But when it comes to taking the budget away from the Capitol 
Police, my first response to that is, no, we can’t do that in totality. 
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Because the budget does support the mission, and the mission is 
so critical. So we have to have input into that. 

Is it something to look at possible 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I am not even suggesting — let’s not go 
too far. I am not suggesting that you would have no input. I am 
just suggesting that, administratively, a way would be developed to 
ensure that you weren’t primarily responsible for developing and 
executing the budget plan; that you would do it in conjunction with 
people who had, perhaps, more expertise, more time, and more con- 
trols in place than you have been able to establish. 

Chief Morse. Yeah, I think there are options that other agencies 
use, not just because of this issue, but with helping take away 
some of the more tedious tasks in budgeting — budget formulation, 
the preparation of financial statements, and things like that. 

I think that we can look at ways to focus our attention on mak- 
ing it right and having options for some of those tasks, to take 
away some of the workload that is there that may be distracting. 

But I think that the Inspector General’s audit is going to really 
help us and tell us where we need to go with those types of options, 
to help us get to where the Committee would like us to be. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And I agree. And I hope that is forth- 
coming sooner rather than later. 

We had the acting Comptroller General here. Gene Dodaro, and 
we asked him the same questions. And we required them to do a 
30-day review, which had be^n but was not the reason that this 
mistake was discovered. He indicated that they could be signifi- 
cantly more involved than that 30-day review, without the respon- 
sibility being completely removed from the Capitol Police, but that 
they could help put controls in place, and also without compro- 
mising their independence, because, obviously, their independence 
and accountability role is important. So as part of your process, 
from soup to nuts, it would compromise that. 

How would you feel about involving GAO, going forward, in a 
much more significant way to avoid this happening again? 

Chief Morse. Well, first, I would like to say, you know, what you 
always read may not always be the truth. We have a very good 
working relationship with GAO. It is one that I worked very hard 
to establish when I became Chief, because the relationship there 
was essential for us to move our agency forward. We had many rec- 
ommendations in many different areas other than just the budget. 
So it was important for us to establish a relationship, one that was 
cooperative and working together in making the agency better. 

So, we do that. We are actively doing that. And I do not see that 
as any obstacle to our success, but more of a component of our suc- 
cess. So having them assist us again and make recommendations 
to us to make this better is certainly something that I do welcome. 
And, like I said, the relationship is good, so we understand how the 
operation works now. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. My time is expired, but I am talking 
about more involvement than just them giving you recommenda- 
tions. I mean, I don’t mean this disrespectfully, but I have lost con- 
fidence in the Capitol Police’s ability, going forward, to handle this 
without assistance and without more backup. And, like I said, not 
disrespectfully, simply because I think you have a mission, you 
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have expertise, and you could benefit from the expertise that is un- 
related to your mission. 

My time has expired. Mr. Aderholt. 

Mr. Aderholt. The current way that the budget operates now — 
and this is my first Congress to be on this subcommittee, so I have 
not in past Congresses b^een involved with it — ^but has this current 
way that you operate currently with the budget, how long has that 
system been in place? Do you know offhand? 

Chief Morse. Since about 2003. 

Mr. Aderholt. And what was the system before 2003? 

Chief Morse. The system prior to this was, the Capitol Police 
were on two different payrolls, and there was the House and Sen- 
ate disbursing offices. And then I believe, respectively, they as- 
sisted in the formulation of the budget. And then the Capitol Po- 
lice, actual officers at the time, as we transitioned to 
civilianization, would actually work on the budget. I mean, I re- 
member that from my days as an officer and growing up in the 
agency, that Capitol Police officers, officials, used to execute the 
budget and make budget submittals. 

So, I don’t know if Gloria can give more detail on what they actu- 
ally did and how they formulated the budget, but that is what I 
recall. 

Mr. Aderholt. Do you have anything you want to add to that? 

Ms. Jarmon. No, that sounds similar to what I understand. I 
have only been with the Capitol Police for 2 years, but it is my un- 
derstanding that that is the way it was in 2003. 

Mr. Aderholt. And you said it was 2003 was when some of the 
changes were made under the current system we are today of how 
the budget is set up. 

Chief Morse. I believe that is an accurate date, yes. 

Mr. Aderholt. And what was the situation back in 2002 or 2003 
when they did the switchover? Do you have any information about 
that? 


GROWTH OF CAPITOL POLICE 

Chief Morse. Tremendous growth of the agency, both from the 
standpoint of monetary as well as people. And, in order to support 
people, you need a larger administrative staff to do that. So the 
agency was in very rapid growth. It was right after 9/11, anthrax, 
ricin. And so, therefore, there were current and emerging threats. 
The agency was growing. There were concerns about security and 
so forth, with terrorism. So there was a huge growth of the agency. 
And so, it was a matter of trying to catch up with that. 

And I think, when you are dealing with those types of issues, 
and you are trying to deal with the administrative functions, some- 
times you can’t catch up. And the recommendations build, and, the 
ability to correct that and overcome that sometimes is lagging. 

Mr. Aderholt. What was the expansion between September 
11th and, like, say, 2 years later? Do you have offhand a percent- 
age of how many officers were added? 

Chief Morse. The exact figures I don’t know, but I would say 
several hundred officers increased in the agency. And then it con- 
tinued, obviously, to grow subsequently in years after that in order 
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for us to meet the missions that we are, assigned. So it was rapid 
growth and very large. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Is my time up? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. No. 

RESPONSIBILITY OE THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 

Mr. Aderholt. Let me just ask the Chief Administrative Officer: 
Over the — your budget justification states that one of the accom- 
plishments of the Chief Administrative Officer was to implement 
the budget formulation execution system. And, of course, we have 
seen the problems with that, as has already been alluded to today. 

What particular or specific controls were put in place to try to 
deal with this, and how did you ensure that these controls were 
complied with? 

Ms. Jarmon. What I tried to do when I came in, budget formula- 
tion was — one of the statutory responsibilities of the Chief Admin- 
istrative Officer was to bring in people who I thought had the ex- 
pertise in the budget area. And the process that was supposed to 
be followed was to review how it was done in 2009 and try to en- 
hance the process and to make sure that all the components that 
were in our budget formulation in 2009 were also there in 2010. 

And I relied on experts and people in senior executive positions 
who I brought in to help me in that area. I didn’t go behind the 
numbers and get as involved in the details of what they had done 
because of their level of expertise. 

FY 2010 BUDGET SHORTFALL 

Mr. Aderholt. So were you able to identify the particular prob- 
lem that — ^you know, like you said, you had delegated that out. But 
have you been able to identify the problem that allowed this new 
problem to grow to the extent that it did? 

Ms. Jarmon. Well, from my review, what we have found hap- 
pened was that some of the differentials — like, officers are paid 
extra for working Sundays and nights and holidays. So the dif- 
ferential, the increased salary they receive for that was not prop- 
erly calculated and included in the budget estimates for 2010. 

Also, the average salary that was used for 2010 was lower than 
it should have been. It didn’t include the pay raises that it should 
have included. And, also, promotions for our new officers, for re- 
cruits, was not properly included. And terminal lump-sum pay- 
ments — when officers leave the Department and retire and we pay 
them lump sums for their annual leave — had not been properly cal- 
culated. 

Seems like, from our preliminary review — and like the Chief 
said, the Inspector General will also be doing an audit to see if 
there were other issues that were found — but it appears that those 
four areas were not properly included. 

Mr. Aderholt. When were you personally made aware of the 
shortfall? 

Ms. Jarmon. I was made aware of the extent of the shortfall in 
mid-February. We had had some meetings related to our review of 
the first-quarter budget execution in January and had heard that 
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there may be some differences, but we weren’t told that it was, you 
know, as much as it was until mid-February. 

Earlier, when we were told there could be some problems, we 
had provided a lot of additional questions, and the people who were 
doing the budget formulation, they were following up on those 
things. That was in January. And we weren’t satisfied with the an- 
swers we were receiving. 

Mr. Aderholt. So mid-February is when it really came to 

Ms. Jarmon. When we realized the extent of it. 

Mr. Aderholt [continuing]. To the extent of it. 

Ms. Jarmon. Right. 

Mr. Aderholt. And who brought it to your attention at that 
time? 

Ms. Jarmon. It was based on the reviews that we were per- 
forming. And it was the director of the Office of Financial Manage- 
ment and the budget officer. And the people in the budget shop 
were the ones who brought it to our attention, but it was part of 
our review of the first-quarter budget execution. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Ms. McCollum. 

CAPITOL POLICE PERFORMANCE 

Ms. McCollum. Thank you. Madam Chair. 

First off, I also want to offer my thanks for what you do here. 
But I want to also thank you for the cooperation that you gave the 
St. Paul Police Department, for the help that you gave my district 
office. And I think that that is something that is, kind of, becoming 
newer and newer to your job, probably consuming different job de- 
scriptions and everything like that. But the coordination, this sum- 
mer and even last week, between Capitol Police, St. Paul Fire De- 
partment, St. Paul Police Department — and I know you are talking 
to the FBI and everything. Thank you so much. 

I also want to point out that I know that you are always evalu- 
ating and adjusting things on the ground. On Saturday, there 
wasn’t any presence inside the office buildings; on Sunday, there 
was presence there. My staff thanks you, because they key in and 
out, and so people knew that they were staff because they were 
using keys. 

Just knowing that there were officers on other floors in the build- 
ing made my staff feel more secure and, I know, changed behavior. 
I am on the same floor as both Chairman Van Hollen and Mr. 
Hoyer, so people were — I will even use my phrase — fired up and 
ready to go. So, thank you so much for that. 

STAFF ACCESS 

I want to touch on one other policy thing that has been recently 
in the paper, and that is how to handle staff coming in and out of 
the building. I have my own internal rules. And the first time staff 
comes in the building, they go through a metal detector. Then, if 
they leave the building with me, they go with me the whole time, 
as Irene has, then there is a big, long line, then, you know, we go 
through. Never asked for that going through the Capitol. The Cap- 
itol I treat as something totally different. 
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But it is confusing, and I watch other Members do other things. 
And, quite often, because I am on the State and Foreign Operations 
Subcommittee, I will have parliamentarians with me from other 
countries, especially Middle East countries. They have gone 
through; they come with their own security detail, and then we are 
bringing them over to the Capitol. 

I would like to maybe, you know, try to see the rules of the road 
here, kind of, formalized or informalized. 

But I want to make clear one thing: I do bring my staff through 
metal detectors, at this point in time. My Chief of Staff today, I 
met him outside. He had a briefcase; he went through. Now, if he 
goes over to the Capitol and back again and there is a long line, 
I really appreciate the courtesy that is extended; he won’t have a 
briefcase with him and other things like that. But if he had driven 
into the Rayburn Building, he would have gone through nothing. 
So there is an inconsistency just with that, and then with Members 
at times, you know, like, not bringing a staff member through. 

So I am not asking you to solve the problem today. I think we 
need to be part of the solution. I think your officers deserve to have 
consistency. So this is something that we need to talk about, and 
you can work things out with the Chair and we will figure it out. 

And, yes. Madam Chair, I am very much aware of that. Thank 
you. So we need to — that is why I am not asking for anything 
today. 

We need to figure this out. Because it is not fair to the officers. 
It is not fair to the officers, because they do see Members abuse 
it. They do. So I want to be consistent. 

POLICE BUDGET MODELS 

Let me just go back to, kind of, the point of the discussion today. 
There are models. Madam Chair, that I think we can look at. There 
are models that are used by police departments all across this 
country and sheriffs departments and State highway patrols in the 
way that they perform and do their budgets. So I don’t know if you 
have had discussions, so that you still have your input, your auton- 
omy that you need in doing that, because there needs to be a bit 
of a separation here. 

So, Madam Chair, I don’t know if, when we get our report from 
the Inspector General, if the inspector general will have looked at, 
like, what the League of Minnesota Cities has recommended for 
doing a report on the 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Why don’t we ask him? He is here. 

Ms. McCollum. So I would be interested — because I think there 
are models out here that we could look at for actually 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Why don’t you come to the table? 

Mr. Hoecker. Ma’am, that was not part of our initial 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. If you could state your name for the 
record. 

Mr. Hoecker. Carl Hoecker. I am the Inspector General for the 
United States Capitol Police. I think you have my card. 

That is not part of our initial scope, to do best practices or good 
practices comparison. Our scope is to look at what the controls 
were, were they adequate for budget formulation; and, if they were, 
then why this happened. 
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That study may be useful, but that certainly wouldn’t fit in the 
timeline that I have described. 

Ms. McCollum. Madam Chair, I would just suggest, because I 
don’t think we have to have a study to study the studies. I think 
we have bright enough and smart enough minds around here to 
maybe look at some best practices. And then this committee, work- 
ing with our colleagues in the Senate and working with like-mind- 
ed places, can come up with, not reinventing the wheel, but putting 
in something that allows to you be 100 percent focused on your 
work but know what your parameters are for your budget and how 
to advocate for them, either up or down, depending upon what is 
there. 


SIGNAGE IN THE CVC 

Madam Chair, with that, I will conclude, except to say I exited 
the Visitor Center the other day. And I had my stealth staff check 
it out today. It is still not signed that you can exit without the 
buzzer going off in 15 seconds. But, oddly enough, I have had elves 
at my window. I think I asked for the reverse. 

Could you please fix the signage so I don’t have to keep 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Is that because the doors still say that 
they alarm when they open and they don’t? 

Ms. McCollum. Fifteen seconds. This Saturday and Sunday 
when I walked through, there were people once again trapped in 
there. Yeah, because who wants to set the metal — you know, any 
detector off in this building, right? And who wants your — you 
know, your folks want people to leave, so they are on the other side 
of the window going, “Leave, leave,” and people are going, “No, the 
alarm.” 

So, thank you. Madam Chair. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

Mr. Aderholt. 

INSPECTOR GENERAL AUDIT OF THE CAPITOL POLICE BUDGET 

SHORTFALL 

Mr. Aderholt. I had a question for the Inspector General. 
Thank you for being here, as well. 

Can you, sort of, just run us through briefly just a little bit of 
the process that you are undertaking in doing this audit of this 
current situation? 

Mr. Hoecker. Yes, sir. 

Well, I have already mentioned the objective, sir. And the way 
we are carrying that out is we are doing interviews of all parties, 
all knowledgeable people. That looks like right now it is going to 
be somewhere between 15 and 20 interviews. We are under way 
with those. 

We have e-mails, we have a couple of computers that we have 
down in my office that we are going to analyze. We have other doc- 
uments that we will be looking at. We will analyze the documents, 
analyze the information from the interviews. We may have to go 
back and reinterview, based on clarifications, discrepancies found 
in the supporting documents versus the interviews. 
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And, you know, we will try to get an overarching picture of what 
happened so that you can make the decisions from the Committee’s 
standpoint and the Chief can make his decisions. 

Mr. Aderholt. When do we expect a final report or rec- 
ommendations that would he available? 

Mr. Hoecker. Last week I would have told you May 31st, but 
my auditor working this has experienced a death in the family, and 
that will push it a couple of days. So it will be early June. 

And I will give briefings up and to that point, sir. It wouldn’t be 
just like, “Here is the report.” We will have discussions, periodic 
discussions, perhaps halfway and maybe 30 percent of the way 
through, updating the Committee on what is going on. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. 

CAPITOL POLICE RADIO MODERNIZATION BUDGET REQUEST 

With the $16 million — and. Chief, let me direct this to you — 
being requested in the fiscal year 2011 request, the total budget for 
the radio modernization program will be $97.6 million. 

How confident are you that this cost estimate will be met and 
that there will be no significant overruns? 

Chief Morse. I am confident that it will meet the requested ap- 
propriation funds, and there is a number of reasons for that. One 
is, so many experts have reviewed it, and we also have our part- 
ners with GAO who have monitored this and given us advice 
throughout the process. 

We also have an executive sponsor, a single point of contact with- 
in our agency, who is now reporting to myself, the assistant chief, 
and the CAO, weekly progress reports on how we are doing. We 
scrubbed all of our obligation plans to make sure that they are on 
time, on budget, that there are no issues with that. So, with that 
type of oversight, we feel confident that we will stay on time and 
within budget. 

We do have a contingency fund that is associated with this 
project, where it is typical that in a project of this size that some- 
times you will find various challenges that you must overcome. And 
working in the environment that we do, in the historic buildings, 
and some of the work that the architect has already been doing 
with respect to the buildings and the work, we would expect we 
will run into things, but we think that our contingency fund will 
certainly cover that. 

So, right now, we are on track and within budget to complete the 
project in the spring of 2012. 

Mr. Aderholt. I think there was about $6.5 million in the con- 
tingency fund for this particular project, is my understanding. Do 
you anticipate dipping into that contingency fund? 

Chief Morse. We certainly anticipate that we will run into chal- 
lenges that may be necessary to do that. 

At this point, Gloria, have we run into this contingency fund re- 
quests? 

Ms. Jarmon. No, not yet. And, like you mentioned, we were 
going to make sure we contact the committee and let the committee 
know about the use of the contingency fund. 

Chief Morse. The one thing that I recently did — and this was, 
like, last week when I reviewed it — is to ensure that the contin- 
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gency funds are in one pot and that, whenever we have a request 
for that, that it is justified, verified, and that it becomes an obliga- 
tion plan. In other words, we come to the committee and say, “We 
need this contingency money to be obligated to mitigate this situa- 
tion.” That was not something that was in place prior to last week. 
But it is something that, when I reviewed the last obligation plan, 
that I found to be not solid enough to be transparent to our over- 
sight committees on what we were doing with the money. So I im- 
mediately corrected that last week. 

So, the obligation plan that I just signed recently to come for- 
ward does not include contingency money, because what it says is, 
“This is the work that needs to be done. This is the money that it 
takes to do it.” If something comes and interferes with that or 
there is a challenge, then the people responsible for that need to 
tell me why they need the contingency fund, we have to verify that, 
and then we can approve it and then ask the committee, “Can we 
obligate this money to that effort?” So that enables us to track the 
money for the project appropriately and, separately, track appro- 
priately the contingency fund. 

Mr. Aderholt. And you said that, unless you run into prob- 
lems — so what would you envision that might be a problem that 
would dip into the contingency fund? 

Chief Morse. Well, we may have an issue — and I am trying to 
think of them. We may have, for instance, an aesthetics issue, a 
location of an antenna. We could have an abatement issue. We 
could, where we have our plans to put fiber or antennas maybe in 
close proximity, for instance, to a secure area that we need to miti- 
gate. 

So we may find things out like that as we go — or we may not — 
that may require additional work that was not planned or could 
not be anticipated. So these are not things that we didn’t antici- 
pate; they are things that sort of pop up with the historic nature 
of the building or, perhaps, new construction that has occurred 
since the design plan was made. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. I think my time is up. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Your time has expired. Thank you 
very much. 


CAPITOL POLICE MATERIAL WEAKNESSES 

Mr. Hoecker, since you are here, I want to ask you some addi- 
tional questions. 

In the fiscal year 2008 examination of the effectiveness of the in- 
ternal controls of the Capitol Police, there were three material 
weaknesses that were found. Those were in payroll processing, fi- 
nancial management, and information systems. Two, if not all 
three, of those weaknesses could have led to the problems that re- 
sulted in the budget issues that we have right now. 

Have those material weaknesses been fixed by the police up to 
this point? 

Mr. Hoecker. They are still material weaknesses. We have 
not 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. All three? 

Mr. Hoecker. Yes, ma’am. 
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But what we do is we test those — we only clear those and close 
those at the financial statement audit. So when we complete the 
fiscal year 2009 financial statement audit, the auditors will find if 
there is sufficient progress made on those. 

But, just overall, I think there has been some progress made, but 
they are still open. And to the extent that some of them are open, 
that will be part of my review in terms of what happened 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Ms. Jarmon, this is really all your responsibility. I mean, all of 
this is under your jurisdiction. So, since you have come onboard, 
why haven’t these material weaknesses been addressed? 

Ms. Jarmon. We have been trying to address the material weak- 
nesses. There are a lot of issues at the Capitol Police, going back 
many years, that I have been trying to address, and the material 
weaknesses have been my focus. Some of the problems are long- 
standing problems that are just taking longer to fix than I had 
really anticipated. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Well, what is the time frame 
for getting them addressed? Because we cannot go through another 
fiscal year where they are not addressed and these problems are 
prone to happening. Can you give me assurance that they will be 
addressed within the next 6 months? 

Ms. Jarmon. Of the 28 — we have 28 remaining 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I am talking about the three mate- 
rials weaknesses. 

Ms. Jarmon. The three material weaknesses, I can give you as- 
surance that we will make significant progress in the next 6 
months. We expect to have closed 17 of the 28 that were open 
from 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But, see, lots of times, people focus on 
the easy ones, because people like to cross things off, and they 
spend an extraordinary amount of time doing the easy things, and 
they leave the hard things for last. The hard things are what is 
causing your problems. 

So, are you devoting a significant enough amount of attention to 
addressing those material weaknesses? 

I mean, I would rather see you deal with the less important 
things later so that you can make sure that you can provide us 
with budget estimates and budget proposals that we can count on 
and that I don’t have to worry about the other shoe dropping every 
time I get a Capitol Police budget proposal. 

Ms. Jarmon. Right. I will commit to you that I will do all I can 
to close the material weaknesses in the next 6 months 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Well, I have to tell you 

Ms. Jarmon. I can’t say they will all be 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz [continuing]. That response leaves me 
less than confident. 

[Clerk’s note. — A further explanation by the Capitol Police fol- 
lows:] 
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Actions 

Report No. Rec. # Recommendation Original Date Date Closed Completed 


Status Closed 



Source: OIG 

2007-04 2.4a <A) Continue efforts to integrate the data between 8/2/2007 12/12/2008 

the accounting system with information in the new 
property management system. 

2007-04 2,4b (B) Additionally, policies and procedures for r^ular 8/2/2007 12/12/2008 

and systematic communication and coordination 
between PAMD and OFM must be created and 
impiemented to facilitate asset recognition and 
current status of assets. 

2007-04 2.4c (C) Lastly, ail property custodians must have real 8/2/2007 12/12/2008 

time access to the property management system to 
ensure that alt data is accurate regarding the 
disposition and location of all USCP property. 



Source: GAO 

2004-01 FM-3 Consult with congressional stakeholders to 1/30/2004 6/1/2008 

determine the format of audited financial statements 
that would be useful to those stakeholders and 
explore interim steps, such as preparing a statement 
of budgetary resources, to be completed prior to 
developing a full sel of financial statements in 
accordance with generally accepted accounting 
principles (GAAP) for federal entities, so that 
congressional and other stakeholders are provided 
with audited information that meets their needs. 



Source: GAO 

2005-1 1 FM-6 Establish, document, and formalize specific policies 11/10/2005 5/1/2008 

and procedures for year-end reprogramming 
transactions. 

Source: OIG 

2008-03 2.5 Develop and implement policies and procedures to 12/11/2007 12/12/2008 11/17/2008 

facilitate communication among the various 
divisions within OFM. 

2008-04 1 Comply with its regulation to deposit receipts within 4/30/2008 3/19/2009 2/25/2009 

72 hours. 

2008-04 2 Establish a specific timeframe for acknowledging 4/30/2008 3/19/2009 2/25/2009 

contributions. USCP’s OfRc» of Financial 
Management should revise regulations to 
incorporate the specific timeframe and erasure that 
donors are acknowledged in a timely manner. 

2008-04 3 Separate incompatible duties such as receiving. 4/30/2008 3/19/2009 2/25/2009 

safeguarding, recording, and depositing of 
contributions among employees to the greatest 
extent possible to reduce the risk of error, waste, or 
wrongful acts. 
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Report No. Rec. # Recommendation Orloina} Date Date Posed 


2008*04 4 Revise its standard operating procedures to indude 4/30/2008 3/19/2009 

requesting Capitol Police Board approval for 
distributions prior to requesting name and banking 
information from potential recipients. 

2008-04 5 Establish a specific format and ttme frame for 4/30/2008 3/19/2009 

reporting Fund activities. 


Financial Management - Procurement 


Source: GAO 

2004-08 FM-3 Assess the procurement workload to identify the 
current backlog of procurement transactions and 
identify any additionai staffing needed to address 
the bad^tog and projected friture procurement 
activity, 

2004-08 FM-6 Systematically monitor the purchase card program 
to identify potential fraudulent, improper, and 
abusive uses of the purchase cards, as well as any 
patterns of improper cardholder transactions. 


2005-02 FM-6 Evaluate the process for procurements that require 
multiple actions, approvals from higher levels, and 
additional follow-up, to determine what additional 
resources are needed to efficiently complete the 
procurement request and to reduce the proojrement 
workload. 


8/6/2004 


8/6/2004 


2/18/2005 


Financial Management - Staffing 

Source: GAO 

2005-11 FM-1 Evaluate its financial management staffing needs to 11/10/2005 
(1 ) determine the proper mix of contrador and staff 
support needed during the current period of high 
demand and in the future, (2) determine whether 
staffing levels are sufficient to address future 
workload demands, and (3) meet its long-term 
financial management goals. 

Financial Management - T ravel 

Source: OIG 

2009-02 1 We recommend that the United States Capitol 3/27/2009 

Police finalize its draft Directive 2070.001, Travel 
Policy, This directive should provide needed policy 
and procedures related to the USCP Travel Card 
Program including travel authorization, appropriate 
use of the official government travel card, and the 
submission of claims for the reimbursement of travel 
expenses. The current interim travel guidance 
should be disseminated immediately to all 
employees, 

2009-02 4 We recommend that the United States Capitol 3/27/2009 

Police review the General Services Administration E- 
Gov Travel Service and consider the feasibility of 
obtaining and utilizing a common automated and 
integrated approach to managing its travel function. 

At a minimum, the Department should obligate 
funds prior to travel to ensure that suffidenl funds 
are available to cover travel vouchers, thereby 
reducing the need to reprogram at year end. 


5/1/2008 


5/1/2008 


5/1/2006 


5/1/2008 


1/4/2010 


1/4/2010 


Actions 

Completed 

2/25/2009 


2/25/2009 


1 1/30/2009 


12/15/2009 
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Report No. Rec. # Recommendation 


Original Date Date Closed 


Human Resources - Payroll 

Source: OIG 


2007-01 1.1 Develop and impiement poiides and procedures to 

ensure that employee personnel files are current 
and dearly document grade, step, and benefit 
information for each employee, and that 
disbursements is readily avaiiabte. 

2007-01 1,5 We recommend that the CAO enforce policies and 

procedures regarding supervisory approval of time 
records in Workbrain and reinforce policies and 
procedures regarding leave af^roval. 

2007-01 1.6 We recommend that the CAO develop fK)!icies and 

procedures to properly safeguard sensitive 
information related to personnel to prevent 
unauthorized access and toss and implement them. 

2007-01 1.7 (a) We recommend that the CAO develop policies 

and procedures to regularly perform a robust 
reconciliation of and received from NFC to verify its 
integrity, Additionally, fb) we recommend that the 
CAO develop policies and procedures to regularly 
obtain the SAS 70 report from NFC and document 
an evaluation of the potential impact that NFC 
weaknesses can have on USCP. 

2007- 01 1 .8 We recommend that the CAO develop policies and 

procedures to prevent non-compliance with Title 5, 
Part III of Section 3110, Employment of Relatives 
restrictions. Multiple levels of control may be 
needed to guarantee that the law will not be violated. 

2008- 03 1 . 9 Monitor compliance with policies and procedures to 

properly safeguard sensitive information related to 
personnel to prevent unauthorized access and loss 
and implement them. Employees with access to 
sensitive data should attend privacy training and 
supervisors should monitor those employees' work 
space to ensure compliance. 

2008-03 1.13 Develop additional procedures to ensure that when 

payroll expenses for an individual pay period fall into 
two fiscal years that USCP send NFC the proper 
timesheet codes needed to apply the appropriate 
allocation between fiscal years. 

2008-06 7 Immediately determine the availability of funds from 

prior years and correct any paymentfs) made from 
the wrong appropriation. 

Human Resources - Student Loan Program 


12/12/2008 


12/11/2007 


12/11/2007 


7/18/2008 


12/12/2008 


12/12/2008 


9/5/2008 


Source: OIG 

2007-04 1,9 


Develop detailed procedures to guide employees 
and supervisors responsible for the implementation 
of the program. Additionally, performance metrics 
must be defined in order to measure the suc<»ss of 
the program. The USCP OIG is issuing an 
additional report on this sub|ect- 

We recommend that the United States Capitol 
Police ensure that its Office of Human Resources 
maintains the Student loan Repayment Program in 
accordance with the Department's Directive. 


9/26/2007 


Actions 

Completed 


12/1/2008 


10/30/2008 


11/17/2008 
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2007-07 1 b We recommend that the United States Capitrri 9/26/2007 3/1 3/2008 

Police require additional supporting documentation 
such as official transcript from the educafional 
institution attended such as. a loan summary that 
provides loan type, date created, loan balance, and 
loan payment status, and copy of loan application 
with the lender at date of creation to verify the 
validity of each loan before disbursement of funds. 

2007-07 2a We recommend that the United States Capitol 9/26/2007 3/13/2008 

Police take immediate action(s) to collect 
reimbursements totaling $142,695 from partidpants 
that did not comply with service agreements. 

2007-07 2b We recommend that the United States Capitol 9/26/2007 3/13/2008 

Police consider whether reimbursement, in whole or 
in part, if recovery would be against equity and good 
conscience or against the public interest, from 
participants that received: • $81 ,735 in excess of 
the $10,000 annual limit. - $104,294 but did not 
meet the 6-month eligibility requirement, and • 

$701 .254 but did not meet the annual performance 
rating criteria. 

2007-07 2c Maintain adequate supporting documentation so that 9/26/2007 3/13/2008 

an appropriate determination can be made 
regarding unsupported costs totaling $1,304, 675; 

2007-07 2d Establish debt collection procedures to colled from 9/26/2007 3/1 3/2008 

participants that do not comply with properly 
exeojted service agreements. 

2007-07 2e Establish adequate controls over the Student Loan 9/26/2007 3/19/2009 2/28/2009 

Repayment Program to ensure compliance with 
established regulation and directive thereby avoiding 
repayment for amounts in excess of annual limits. 

2007-07 2f Clarify its Administrative Directive PER 2,8 9/26/2007 3/1 9/2009 2/28/2009 

regarding the sen/ice agreement obtigation period 
when 3 participant has concurrent agreements 

2007-07 3a The United States Captiol Police: Institute a fomal 9/26/2007 3/13/2008 1/7/2008 

yearly reporting process in accordance with USCP 
Directive PER 2.8 

2007-07 3b Link its goals and measures of the program with 9/26/2007 3/19/2009 3/4/2009 

retention and recruitment of Department personnel. 


Information Technology - Capital Investments 


Source: GAO 


2004*01 tT-5 Limil future !T investments to small, low-risk 

projects until the appropriate controls have been 
implemented. 


2004-01 iT-6 Ensure that the members of USCP’s IRB are 

adequately trained on how to carry out the IRB’s IT 
investment responsibilities. 


1/30/2004 

1/30/2004 


5/1/2008 

5/1/2008 
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Report No. Rec. # Recommendation Origina! Date Date Closed 


2004-01 IT-7 Develop and implement an appropriate set of 1/30/2004 5/1/2008 

system acquisition polides and procedures, based 
on relevant Software Engineering Institute (SEI) 
guidance, that at a minimum <1) addresses relevant 
key processes and practices identified in SEI 
guidance, including acquisition planning, solicitation, 
and transition to support; (2) ensures that reliable 
project cost estimates are prepared; and (3) 
addresses how to handle questions from potential 
bidders. 


Information Technology - Security 


Source: GAO 

2004- 08 !T-2 Assess USCP s near-term exposure to the risk 

posed by not having a continuity of operations plan 
for all essential administrative frrnctions. and take 
appropriate steps to mitigate this risk. 

2005- 1 1 FM-7 Establish electronic approval paths that are properly 

designed and implemented in the new financial 
management system to help ensure that adequate 
segregation of duties is in place and that only 
approved reprogramming transactions are 
processed in the system. 


Source: OIG 

2007-01 3. 2 We recommend that the policies and procedures for 

separating incompatible duties be approved by 
management and implemented. 


2007-01 


2007-01 


2007-01 


2007-01 


3. 3 We recommend review of computer room 

environmental controls as part of a certification and 
accreditation process for the general support 
system. During that process, management should 
assess risk associated with the computer room's 
environmental controls and make improvements as 
appropriate that the policies and procedures for 
separating incompatible duties be approved by 
management and implemented. 

3. 5 USCP should develop and implement security 
awareness training policies and procedures. All 
employees with computer access should be 
required to attend security awareness training both 
upon hire and annually for refresher training. 

3. 6a We recommend that USCP develop policies and 
procedures for adding new users to the system to 
include a standard user access authorization or. 
This form should be signed by a new user's 
manager and retained on file. also, new users 
should be required to sign a Rules of Behavior 
document that outlines acceptable uses of the 
information system before access is granted. Ail 
accounts should be assigned to an individual and 
not to a group of users to ensure accountability. 

3. 6b We recommend that management ensure access 
rights for all terminated employees are remove in 
timely manner, and that reviews of account listings 
and inactive accounts are performed in a timely 
manner. 


8/6/2004 


11/10/2005 


10/1/2006 

10/1/2006 


10/1/2006 


10/1/2006 


10/1/2006 


5/1/2008 


5/1/2008 


8/2/2007 

8/2/2007 


8/2/2007 


8/2/2007 


8/2/2007 


Actions 

Completed 
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Report No. Rec. # Recommendation 


Original Date 


2007-01 


2007-01 


2007-01 


2007-01 


2007- 01 

2008- 03 


2008-03 


3- 6c We recommend that management ensure that a 1 0/1/2006 

standard security benchmark for all s^tems is 
deveioped and implemented. Oi^anizations such 
as the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology (NIST) AND Center for Intent! Security 
(CIS) provide guidance on security bent^marking 
for federal government syslems. 

3-7 We recommend that USCP develop a ^curity 10/1/2006 

program plan that includes alt major components of 
OMB Circular A-1 30, including performing risk 
assessments, documenting system security plans, 
and completing certification and accreditation for all 
major a applications and the general support system. 

3. 8 We recommend that management certify and 
accredit all of its major applications and general 
support systems and maintain and update 
documentation supporting eac^ system as 
necessary to reflect the current environment. 

3. 9 We recommend that management perform a 

certification and accreditation of the new financial 
system and include internal control procedures to 
ensure that outsourced system operators provide 
appropriate levels of security assurance for USCP. 

3.10 We recommend that management develop standard 
procedures for sanitizing and disposing of media 
that may contain sensitive data. 

3.10 Ensure that terminated employees accounts are 
disabled in a timely manner (e.g. 24 hours). To 
accomplish this objective, we further recommend 
that the employee exit procedures are enhanced to 
ensure that OIG is an integral part of the termination 
process. 

3.14 Finalize and implement policies and procedures 

governing account creation that allow for centralized 
tracking of access requests. 


10/1/2006 

10/1/2006 

10/1/2006 

12/11/2007 

12/11/2007 


Information Technology - Systems 


Source: OIG 

2007-01 3.1 We recommend that the CAO develop and 10/1/2006 

implement standard operating procedures for 
information systems. 

2007-01 3.4 We recommend that formal system software change 10/1/2006 

policies and procedures be created. These should 
be properly reviewed and tested, and responsible 
personnel should be trained to carry out such 
procedures. Specifically, a change management 
policy should be created and implemented The 
SDLC methodology should also be approved and 
implemented. 


Linking Resources to Risks. Threats, and Vulnerabilities 
Source: OIG 

2007-02 t Consistently link resource allocation to security risks 1 2/28/2006 
as well as establish adequate managerial 
communication thereby ensuring an integrated team 
approach to achieve the Department's overall 
mission. 


Date Closed 


8/2/2007 


10/1/2006 


8/2/2007 


8/2/2007 


8/2/2007 

12/12/2008 


12/12/2008 


10/1/2006 


8/2/2007 


1 / 12/2010 


Actions 

Completed 
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Actions 



Source: OIG 


2007-06 1 Impiement a centralized, perpetuaMnventOfy 9/12/2007 3/19/2009 12/30/2008 

management system without delay. 

2007-06 2 Consider adopting double counts for Its prtiysical 9/12/2007 3/19/2009 12/30/2008 

inventory to ensure accuracy. This might entail 
having a second count team verify the data capture 
accuracy of the first team, resoling any 
discrepancies noted. Obvious data capture errors, 
such as fields left blank, or incorrect binlding 
numbers, would likely be detected and corrected on 
the spot using double counts. 

2007-06 3 We recommend that USCP confirm the complete list 9/12/2007 3/20/2008 

of sites for all USCP property to ensure that all 
locations are included in the ph^icaf inventory 
count and quality assurance process. 

2007-06 4a We recommend that USCP storeroom staff receive 9/12/2007 7/9/2008 

training on physical Inventory procedures, including 
precount organization and preparation. 

2007-06 4b We recommend that the GPO storeroom locations 9/12/2007 7/9/2008 

install a complete rack and bin system, separating 
each group of items that is assigned a unique asset 
ID# and affixing a label on each bin with the item 
description and ID# 

2007-06 4c We recommend that all vendor boxes be unpacked 9/12/2007 7/9/2008 

upon delivery, and that the individual items be 
stored in the bins to allow efficient inspection and 
count. 

2007-06 5 We recommend that Property Custodians be 9/12/2007 3/20/2008 

assigned to each USCP organizational 
componenl/tocalion. and that these assignments be 
documented by written agreement between each 
field and headquarters location and the Property 
Asset Management Division. 

2007-06 6 Research items affixed with U.S. Senate property 9/12/2007 3/19/2009 12/30/2008 

asset lags, to determine the correct agency owner. 


2007-06 7a We recommend that each site USCP Property 9/12/2007 3/20/2008 

custodian review the ProBar count sheets for 
accuracy and correct identified errors. 

2007-06 7b We recommend that a USCP employee who is 9/12/2007 3/20/2008 

knowledgeable of the items/equipment being 
counted be physically present and directly supervise 
any contractor count teams used to conduct counts. 

2007-06 8 A complete list of USCP locations, including each 9/12/2007 3/19/2009 12/30/2008 

building room number, be pre-populaled in the 
inventory property barcode system Counters will be 
able to pick from a drop down list of locations, to 
ensure consistency in naming conventions, and the 
accurate identification of specific site locations. 

2007-06 9 We recommend that each site USCP Property 9/12/2007 3/20/2008 

Custodian for each site review the ProBar count 
sheets for accuracy and correct identified errors, as 
recommended in #6a above. 
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Report No. Rec. # Recommendation 


Original Date Date Closed 


2007-06 


2007-06 


2007-06 


2007-06 


2007-06 


2007-06 


1 0 We recommend that procedures be established to 
process real-time updates to the cenbaltzed 
inventory records to ensure the property 
accountability system remairrs current and accurate. 

1 1 We recommend that USCP staff research the 
disposition of these assets to ensure they are 
included on the correct site count sheet. Quality 
Assurance spot checks at each site should then be 
conducted to ensure items on-hand, for a giwn site, 
are correctly recorded into he count sheet for that 
location, 

1 2 We recommend that USCP staff ensure ail 
accountable property items are affixed with a USCP 
asset property barcode tag. and entered into the 
properly management system. 

13 We recommend that USCP research and resolve 
the data inconsistencies in the final ProBar count 
data, and make adjustments as necessary to 
accurately reflect on hand inventory. 

14 We recommend that USCP staff survey sites to 
identity potentially damaged, unserviceable, or 
obsolete items and segregate these items from 
regular inventory, 

1 5a Locations that may carry perishable items include a 
data field to track expiration dates. 


2007-06 15b Expired items be properly segregated from regular 

stock, marked for disposal, and removed from the 
inventory records. 

Recommendation Accountability 


Source: GAO 

2007-03 AO-1 Set goals, timetables, and establish accountability 
for implementing outstanding GAO 
recommendations. 


9/12/2007 

9/12/2007 

9/12/2007 

9/12/2007 

9/12/2007 

9/12/2007 

9/12/2007 

3/23/2007 


7/9/2008 

3/20/2008 

3/20/2008 

3/20/2008 

7/9/2008 

3/19/2009 

3/19/2009 

5/1/2008 


Total Recommendations: Closed 76 


Actions 

Completed 


12/30/2008 

4/30/2008 
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Report No. Rec. # Recommendation 


Actions 

Orioinai Date Date Closed Completed 


Status Open 


Financial Management - Asset Management 


Source: 

DIG 




2009-01 

2,6 

Develop procedures to ensure that Momentum 
transactions dassified as FA are in fad new 
additions and not corrections of previously existing 
assets. Additionally. FD transactions should be 
actual disposals and not corrections- 

12/12/2008 

877/2009 

2009-01 

2.7 

Ensure that OFM and PAMD continue to work 
vigorously together to ensure that their past efforts 
are not wasted. 

12/12/2008 

10/31/2009 

Financial Manaaement - Financial Statement 



Source: 

DIG 




2009-01 

22 

Continue to implement polides and procedures 
covering all matters impading USCP’s financial 
statement and yearend dosing adivities and take 
steps to document and consistently implement new 
activities throughout USCP 

12/12/2008 

10/31/2009 

Financial Manaaement - Internal Controls 



Source: 

GAO 




2004-01 

FM-2 

Provide training and other guidance to Office of 
Financial Management (OFM) staff to ensure 
consistent application of the applicable polides and 
procedures relating to finandal management 
operations. 

1/30/2004 

9/30/2010 

2004-08 

FM-4 

Assess whether adequate segregation of duties 
exists over financial management adivities to 
ensure that proper control procedures are in place 
over USCP resources to reduce the risk of 
erroneous or fraudulent transactions. 

8/6/2004 

10/31/2008 

2005-02 

FM-4 

Continue to develop and implement all necessary 
policies and procedures covering financial 
management operations, and adequately train all 
staff involved in financial management activities to 
ensure consistent application of the applicable 
policies and procedures, and to reduce risk in 
financial management operations 

2/18/2005 

9/30/2010 

2005-11 

FM-4 

Increase efforts to develop and implement all 
necessary policies and procedures covering 
financial management operations, and adequately 
train staff Involved in financial management 
activities to help ensure consistent application of the 
applicable policies and procedures, and to reduce 
risk in financial management operations. 

11/10/2005 

9/30/2010 

Source: 

OIG 




2007-01 

2,1 

Continue to implement policies and procedures 

10/1/2006 

12/31/2010 


covering all matters impacting USCPs financial 
performance, take steps to ensure that they are 
implemented consistently throughout USCP and 
provide training for all employees. 
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ReDort No. 

Rec.# 

Recommendation 

Oriainal Date Date Closed 

Actions 

Comoleted 

2007-01 2,3 Develop and implement polices and procedures to 

facilitate the flow of information room the General 
Counsel to OFM and additionally r^uire 

Genera! Counsel to respond adequately and tim^ 
to auditor request for a letter of legal representation. 

Financial Manaqement - Procurement 

Source: GAO 

10/1/2006 

5/31/2010 

2004-01 

FM-1 

Develop and implement detailed polices and 
procedures covering USCP’s proojrement acUvities 
and provide training to the appropriate staff. 

1/30/2004 

12/31/2010 

2004-08 

FM-1 

Finalize detailed policies, procedures, and internal 
controls covering USCP's prooirement and 
purchasing activities and pro\nde training to the 
appropriate staff. 

8/6/2004 

12/31/2010 

2004-08 

FM-5 

Provide training and other guidance to USCP 
operations staff who procure goods and services or 
oversee contracts to help ensure consistent 
application of the applicable policies and procedures 
relating to financial management operations. 

8/6/2004 

3/15/2009 

2004-08 

FM-7 

Continue to assess the risks associated with the 
management of ail credit card programs, including 
fleet and travel, and take appropriate action where 
necessary to strengthen contrcrfs and to minimize 
the risks of fraudulent, improper, and abusive credit 
card 

8/6/2004 

12/31/2010 

2005-02 

FM-2 

Continue efforts to finalize detailed policies, 
procedures, and internal controls covering USCP’s 
procurement and purchasing activities, and 
adequately train staff to reduce risk in the 
procurement area. 

2/18/2005 

12/31/2010 

2005-02 

FM-3 

Monitor the effectiveness of recently implemented 
reporting requirements and procedures established 
to improve accountability over large-doiiar contracts. 

2/10/2005 

12/31/2010 

2005-02 

FM-5 

Continue to implement proper internal control, such 
as monitoring, over all credit card programs to 
minimize the risks of fraudulent, improper, and 
abusive credit card transactions. 

2/18/2005 

12/31/2010 

2005-11 

FM-3 

Finalize detailed policies, procedures, and internal 
controls covering USCP’s procurement and 
purchase activities, and adequately train staff to 
reduce risk in the procurement area 

11/10/2005 

12/31/2010 

2005-11 

FM-S 

Evaluate alternatives for contract administration 

11/10/2005 

12/31/2010 


over farge-dollar contracts to determine which would 
be cost beneficial and effective to help ensure that 
contract requirements are met and deliverables are 
received. 

Source: OIG 
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Report No. Rec. # Recommendation Oriqinai Date Date Closed 


2009-05 1 We recommend that the United States Capitol 6/26/2009 

Police update and communicate policies arid 
procedures to address the identified internal confrol 
deficiencies noted for the Purchase Card Program 
culminating in a comprehensive purchase card 
management plan. This plan should inctode the 
requirement for 

a. formal training and refresher training for all 
purchase card participants (cardholders and 
certifiers) including maintaining records of attendees; 
b establishing sound internal controls, such as 
periodic monitoring (at least monthly) of purchase 
card activities by the purchase card program 
coordinator. 

c. a credit worthiness evaluation prior to issuing a 
purchase card to first time applicants, in order for a 
first time purchase card applicant to receive a 
Citibank diarge card, a credit score must be 
obtained for that employee. For current cardholders 
for which no credit scores exist, justification should 
be documented; and 

d. a senior level official to begin monitoring 
purchase card transactions on-line to ensure that alt 
transactions are valid and are consistent with 
policies. The monitoring should include running 
queries and analytical reports on a regular basis to 
determine a baseline upon which variance analysis 
could be conducted. The results (positive and 
negative) should be documented as well as the 
follow-up and resolution of any discrepancies. 

2009-05 2 We recommend that the United States Capitol 6/26/2009 

Police update the PCard guidance to include 
requirements 

a. describing the nature and extent of 
documentation to be maintained, beginning with the 
procurement request (defining 
need/requiremenls/specifications) and ending with 
documentation of the receiving process; creating 
detailed reconciliation procedures to complement 
the procedures in the PCard Guide that describe 
how to maintain a purchase log that is in agreement 
with billing statements. 

b. detailing procedures for the approving official that 
certifies the reconciliation, which should include an 
explanation as to why the control Is important and 
the possible consequences of not completing a 
diligent review. 

c. establishing a clearly defined reconciliation period 
as the five days after the statement period ends 
Each cardholder should receive electronic 
notification of statement availability with .the 
understanding that the five days commences upon 
receipt of the notification 

2009-05 3 We recommend that the United Slates Capitol 6/26/2009 

Police require the Purchase Card Program 
Coordinator to conduct montoly monitoring of 
purchase cardholder statements and purchase log 
reconciliations to measure compliance. 

2009-05 4 We recommend that the United States Capitol 6/26/2009 

Police review reported questionable transactions 
and make a determination as to their 
appropriateness and valid Government need. 


Actions 

Completed 

12/31/2010 


7/31/2010 


12/31/2010 


10/31/2010 
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Reoort No. 

Rec. # 

Recommendation 

Oriainal Date 

Actions 

Date Closed Comoleted 

2010-02 

1 

We recommend that United Slates Capilol Police 
distribute to the Procurement Division and all 

Financial Liaison Officers a copy of the Standard 
Operating Procedures for sole source justifications. 
Additionally, the Office of Finandai Management 
should provide or ensure that applicaNe personnel 
receive training in Federal procurements as well as 
Agency and Division polides and procedures. 

3/31/2010 

5/4/2010 

2010-02 

2 

We recommend the United States Capitol Police 
update its procurement policy to indude a required 
amount of time for which rentract spedatists should 
publicize proposed contract actions as a means of 
enhancing competition. In addition, we recommend 
(he procurement division not issue purchase orders 
with assigned vendors before a request for quotafion 
has been placed on GSA and has gone through full 
and open competition. 

3/31/2010 

7/31/2010 

2010-02 

3 

We recommend the United States Capitol Police 
safeguard government contract records by 
establishing physical control over vulnerable 
assets Access to records should be limited to 
authorized individuals, and accountability for their 
custody and use should be assigned and 
maintained. 

3/31/2010 

7/31/2010 

Financial Manaaement - Staffina 



Source: 

GAO 




2004-08 

FM-2 

Hire additional staff to fill vacant positions and 
maintain authorized staffing levels to meet USCP 
financial management goals. 

8/6/2004 

12/31/2010 

2005*11 

FM-2 

Immediately address high-priority staffing and 
contractor needs and fill vacancies to reduce risk 
associated with any workload and staffing imbalance. 

11/10/2005 

12/31/2010 

Financial Manaaement - Travel 



Source: 

OIG 




2009-02 

2 

We recommend that the United Slates Capitol 

3/27/2009 

5/31/2010 


Police provide travel cardholders training or, at a 
minimum, require all cardholders to take the U.S. 
General Services Administration on-line (raining 
course for cardholders and document such training. 
Additionally, the Office of Financial Management 
should review the questionable vouchers and 
determine if questioned costs should be collected 
from cardholders. 


Page 12 of 17 



345 


Reoort No. 

Rec. 

# Recommendation 

Ortainai Date 

Actions 

Date Closed Comoleted 

2009-02 

3 

We recommend that the United States Capitol 

Police strengthen its controls sunounding voucher 
payment process. Specifically, require cardholders 
to mark duplicate travel vouchee clearly as "COPY" 
when resubmitting to the Office of Finandal 
Management. Additionally, the Office of Financial 
Management should develop and implement a 
mandatory specialized training course for foe 
approving, authorizing, and certifying officials 
reiterating their roles and responsibilities. Refresher 
courses should be provided on a perioffic basis. 

Until a training course is developed and 
implemented, require applicaWe officials to rewew 
the FTR and Department polides and procedures 
related to reviewing travel vouchers and approving 
travel expenditures. 

3/27/2009 

5/31/2010 

Human Resources - Payroll 



Source: 

GAO 




2008-09 

1 

Determine the correct amount that should have 
been allocated for regular payroll for the last pay 
period for fiscal year 2005 and make the 
corresponding adjustments to the applicable 
appropriation accounts 

9/26/2008 

7/31/2009 

2008-09 

2 

Confirm whether additional adjustments in regular 
payroll allocations are needed for fiscal years 2004 
and 2007, and if so, make the necessary corrections. 

9/26/2008 

8/31/2009 

2008-09 

3 

Develop and implement specific guidance and 
written procedures, including preventative controls, 
to correctly allocate regular payroll at year-end when 
the last pay period spans fiscal years to ensure that 
payroll data (i.e,. hours worked) forwarded to NFC 
are correctly charged to the corresponding days in 
each fiscal year. 

9/26/2008 

7/15/2009 

2008-09 

4 

Correct the errors identified in Field Training Officer 
Program and Hazardous Duty Pay transactions and 
determine whether additional allocation errors exist 
in these programs and make the corresponding 
adjustments to the applicable appropriation 
accounts. 

9/26/2008 

3/30/2009 

2008-09 

5 

Develop and implement specific guidance and 
procedures, including preventative controls, for 
specialty pay programs that clearly state which fiscal 
year appropriations to charge for pay earned. 

9/26/2008 

5/31/2010 

Source: 

OIG 




2007-01 

1.2 

Develop and implement policies and procedures 
requiring all employees to positively attest to the 
accuracy of pay period information transmitted to 
NFC. 

10/1/2006 

7/27/2009 

2007-01 

1.3 

Enforce existing policies and procedures to require 
supervisors to approve the accuracy of pay period 
information before it is transmitted to NFC. 

10/1/2006 

7/2/2009 

2007-01 

1.4 

Continue monitoring implementation of policies and 
procedures to permit USCP to efficiently and 
effectively track and certify all hours incun^ed by all 

10/1/2006 

7/27/2009 


employees. 
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Report No. Ree. # Recommendation 


Actions 

Original Date Date Closed Completed 


2008-03 

1.10 

Develop detailed procedures to guide employees 
and supervisors responsible to the maintenanc® of 
separated employee documentation. Testir>g found 
one form CP-559 (employee separation dieddist) 
was missing from twelve employee fites tested. A 
thirteenth file could not be located. 

12/11/2007 

8/1 5/2009 

2008-03 

1.11 

Develop detailed procedures to guide timekeepers 
and supervisors responsible with procedures to 
document and/or obtain collaborating ewdence to 
support employee assertions. 

12/11/2007 

7/27/2009 

2008-03 

1,12 

Develop procedures to guide supervisors 
responsible for reviewing and approving certification 
reports in identifying under what circLffnstarKes 
civilian personnel would be entitled to night 
differential pay. 

12/11/2007 

7/27/2009 

2008-06 

1 

Develop and implement a sound, effective method 
of accounting for each specialty assignment and 
proficiency pay program in the National Finance 

Center and the Momentum acxounling systems. 

During the interim, the Office of Human Resources 
should establish written procedures for processing 
and reconciling its cuff records with actual 
disbursements. 

7/1 8/2008 

5/31/2010 

2008-06 

2 

Take action(s) to collect questioned costs totaling 
$196,420 and provide supporting documentation to 
$30,600. 

7/18/2008 

3/1/2010 

2008-06 

3 

Consider whether at) the specialty assignment and 
proficiency pay programs are needed and, if so, 
determine the most efficient and effective method of 
implementation and allocate the necessary 
resources to effectively administrate the program(s). 

7/18/2000 

5/31/2010 

2008-08 

4 

Clarify Specialty Assignment and Proficiency Pay 
Program Administrative Directives regarding a. 
Exclusion(s) or payment{s) from multiple programs 
when using the same defining criteria such physical 
fitness, firearms proficiency, risk to self, and 
maintenance of certification or profidencies, thereby 
avoiding costs of $279,219 and putting funds to 
better use, b, the aggregate of 50 percent of the 
previous six-month period for pay purposes for 
hazardous duly and plainctolhes.c, the 45-calendar 
day requirement for specially assignment pay. 

7/18/2008 

5/31/2010 

2008-06 

5 

Finalize its draft firearms and field officer training 
directives and enforce the consistent use of a 
standard CP-1352 Form. 

7/18/2008 

5/31/2010 

2008-06 

6 

Strengthen tracking and recondliation procedures to 
ensure employees do not improperly receive 
payments within the same fiscal year or when 
ineligible for such pay. 

7/18/2008 

5/31/2010 

2008-06 

8 

Take acl}on(s) to clarify its Maximum Annual 

Payable Rate in light of Public Law 108-7. In 
addition, we recommend that the Chief of Police 
request the Office of the General Counsel provide a 
legal opinion regarding: (1) USCP authority to defer 
payments to the next calendar year when an 
employee may exceed the annual salary limitation; 
and, (2) appropriate options for collecting amounts 
from employees who received amounts in excess of 
the annual salary limitation. 

7/18/2008 

2/28/2010 
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Renort No. 

Rec. 

# Recommendation 

Oriainal Date 

Actions 

Date Closed Comoleted 

2008-06 

9 

Consider whether these specialty assignment and 
proficiency pay programs are need^ to compete 
with other police forces and, if so, then the 
Department should link its goals and measures of 
these programs with retention and recmitment of 
Department personnel. 

7/18/2008 

2/28/2010 

2009-01 

1.6 

Develop policies and procedures that spedfically 
outlines when reconciliations are to be crwnplet^ to 
whom the reconciliations are to be provided for 
supervisory review. 

12/12/2008 

7/4/2009 

2009-01 

1,12 

Implement a procedure to add a system date to the 
certification reports to document ttie date when 
timekeepers print the reports. 

12/12/2008 

11/18/2008 

Information Technoloav - Caoital Investments 



Source: 

GAO 




2004-01 

lT-4 

Manage IT investments in accordance with relevant 

1/30/2004 

11/30/2011 


guidance, to include defining and implementing (1) 
policies and procedures for measuring IT project 
progress, (2) a process for Investment Review 
Board (IRB) oversight of implemented IT projects, 
and (3) a process for collecting and maintaining 
information in its catalog of IT systems and using 
that information to make investment decisions 


Information Technology - Enterprise Architecture 


Source: GAO 


2004-01 )T-1 Manage development, maintenance, and 

implementation of USCP’s enfeiprise architecture 
(EA) in accordance with relevant guidance. 


2004-01 IT-2 Ensure that EA products are sufficiently complete to 
include (1) the business operation description to 
address the business strategy and business rules 
governing how agency strategic goals and 
objectives will be achieved, including a description 
of key business processes and how they are to 
support the agency’s mission, and identify 
opportunities to re-engineer, unify, and simplify 
systems and processes across the agency: (2) the 
technology architecture description identifying the 
physical components of the IT infrastructure and the 
policies, procedures, and processes for, among 
other things, system development, acquisition, and 
integration activities, and (3) all descriptions 
addressing how security will be achieved. 


2004-01 tT-3 Ensure that the modernization program 

management plan (or transition plan) includes a 
governance and control structure for aligning the 
organization’s business transformation with systems 
modernization, including a schedule that shows 
legacy system replacement and resource needs for 
accomplishing this replacement. 


1/30/2004 

1/30/2004 


1/30/2004 


9/30/2012 

9/30/2012 


9/30/201 1 
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Report No. Rec. # Recommendation 


Actions 

Original Date Date Closed Completed 


Information Technology - Security 


Source: 

GAO 




2004-08 

IT-1 

Ensure that adequate resources to implement 
planned and ongoing information security artivities 
and continuity of operations planning efforts are 
provided. 

8/6/2004 

4/1/2011 

Source: 

OIG 




2007-04 

3- 8 

Officially appoint a CPO and develop policies and 
procedures to ensure all personally ider^ifiatHe 
information is identified and safeguarded. 

8/2/2007 

8/30/2010 

2007-04 

3.9 

Ensure that a standard security benchmark for alt 
systems is developed and implemented. 

Organizations suc^ as the National Institute for 
Standards and Technology and the Center for 

Internet Security provide guidance on security 
benchmarks for Federal government systems. 

8/2/2007 

7/30/2010 

2007-04 

3.10 

Ensure that all system users (including contractors) 
receive security awareness training on an annual 
basis, and that management develops procedures 
to ensure all users agree to abide by the Rules of 
Behavior for using USCP systems. 

8/2/2007 

7/30/2010 

2007-04 

3.11 

Develop new procedures to ensure that all users of 
major financial applications review and acknowledge 
system specific Rules of Behavior prior to gaining 
system access. 

8/2/2007 

3/31/2009 

2007-04 

3.12 

Conduct risk assessments in accordance with 
guidelines and recommendations for protecting 

Federal information systems. This risk assessment 
process and the documented results should be 
integrated into a comprehensive process for 

Certifying and Accrediting major systems. 

8/2/2007 

6/30/2010 

2007-04 

3.13 

Create system security plans in accordance with 
guidelines and recommendations for protecting 

Federal information systems. System security plans 
should document all controls protecting the system 
and the final document should be approved by 
management before it is integrated into a 
comprehensive process for Certifying and 

Accrediting major systems. 

8/2/2007 

6/30/2010 

2007-04 

3.14 

Ensures that there is an independent assessment of 
security controls conducted as part of a 
comprehensive Certification and Accreditation 
process. 

8/2/2007 

7/25/2010 

2007-04 

3.15 

Develops a process to trade and manage all know 
own system weaknesses. This process should 
include a centralized method of documenting and 
managing Known issues, their associated corrective 
action plans, and the status of change 
implementations. 

8/2/2007 

3/30/2009 

2008-03 

3. 9 

Obtain and review a SAS No. 70 report or equivalent 
for the MAXIMO system as part of USCP’s 
continuous monitoring process. 

12/11/2007 

9/30/2009 

2008-03 

3.11 

Establish and implement policies and procedures 
that ensure inactive network accounts are 
periodically reviewed and addressed m a timely 
manner. 

12/11/2007 

2/17/2009 
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Report No. Rec. # Recommendation 


Actions 

Original Date Date Closed Completed 


2008-03 


2008-03 


2009-01 


2009-01 

2009-01 


3.12 Ensure that key infrastructure TOmjronents of the 12/11/2007 

general support system are continuoiKly monitored 

for security violations and malidous activities, and 
reported to management in a timely manrjw. 

3.13 Revise and update the OFM COOP in aroordance 12/11/2007 
with best practices for Federal organziations, as well 

as ensure that all key areas of tiie COOP are 
adequately tested and documented. Wefiwther 
recommend that the recovery timefreames are 
appropriately estabisihed as part of COOP revision 
process. 

3.15 Implement policies and procedures to require that a 12/12/2008 
test plan and objectives be developed prior to 
testing contingency plans. The test plan should 
include a dear scope, scenario, and logistics as well 
as indicate the personne! who will be involved. 

Additionally, we recommend that a fotmai report be 
documented upon completion of the test. The report 
usually includes successful and non-successful 
steps as well as lessons learned. Furthermore, we 
recommend that the contingency plan be updated to 
reflect the discovered deficiencies. 


3.16 Perform account reviews for all Momentum users 12/12/2008 

and ensure that all users have appropriate access 

and assigned roles 

3.17 Perform account reviews and ensure that all active 12/12/2008 
accounts are assigned to an active Momentum user 

or are otherwise disabled. 


Linking Resources to Risks, Threats, and Vulnerabilities 

Source: GAO 

2005-11 OP-3 Conduct periodic testing and evaluation of the risk 11/10/2005 
matrix to help ensure its continued effectiveness as 
a risk assessment/resource allocation tool. 

Operational Efficiencies - Off-Site Deployments 

Source: OIG 

2009-06 3 We recommend that the United States Capitol 8/31/2009 

Police immediately implement procedures to 
capture and document estimated and actual costs in 
all off campus activities. Further, analysis of 
estimated to actual costs should be performed to 
ensure that anticipated costs provided to the 
Committees are reasonable estimates, 

2009-06 4 We recommend that the United States Capitol 8/31/2009 

Police develop written measures and standards for 
off campus activities. This effort should coincide 
with the Department’s written off campus decision 
process recommended previously in tiiis report. 

The Department should consider "principle based" 
guidance which enables the Department to articulate 
how a potential off campus activity benefits the 
Department, 

Total Recommendations: Open 73 


6/30/2010 


9/30/2010 


8/30/2010 


1/31/2010 


1/31/2010 


12/31/2009 


12/31/2010 


12/31/2010 
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BUDGET PROCESSES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Let me just continue with you. Like 
I said, this is your responsibility; you are responsible for budget 
and human resource functions. 

I want to get a specific analysis from you on how this process 
broke down. I am not someone who dwells a lot on, you know, how 
did we get here, and I am not interested in beating anyone up over 
this. But when it comes to a budgeting problem, the look-back is 
important, because you need to know how it happened so that you 
can prevent it from happening again. If you don’t address the 
weaknesses that cause the problems, then you are not going to be 
able to prevent them. 

So I just have some specific questions. Are you getting, for exam- 
ple, the information that you need from the operational side to ef- 
fectively manage the budget? A specific example is, when a decision 
is made to move officers to nights or Sundays, that affects pay. Is 
the administrative side notified about that so that the whole budg- 
et picture is established? Is that something that occurs now? 

Ms. Jarmon. It occurs. It could occur more effectively. That is 
something I will focus on also. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Is that something that you 
were already working on? 

Ms. Jarmon. Yes, it is something I am already working on. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. What about, where does the 
budget office get actual data on officer usage? 

Ms. Jarmon. The budget office gets actual data on officer usage 
from the Chief Operating Officer’s office, in terms of their mon- 
itors — 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Is that one of the people that was re- 
sponsible for this error, the individual in question? 

Ms. Jarmon. We don’t know — that is probably one of the people 
that will be talked to by the Inspector General. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. How does the Capitol Police ensure 
that its budget staff are informed of new hires? 

Ms. Jarmon. The budget staff are informed by the Office of 
Human Resources of new hires. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Are there sufficient processes 
and controls in place to make sure that that happens in a timely 
and specific fashion? 

Ms. Jarmon. That is part of the controls that we will be looking 
at as part of the audit. 


OVERTIME 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. All right. 

Chief, I wanted to talk to you about overtime and staffing. And 
I am going to ask this question in a simplistic way. I know over- 
time and staffing is not as simple as I am going to ask you this 
question. 

But you are asking for $29 million in overtime, and you are ask- 
ing for 52 additional officers. So, I mean, one of the major frustra- 
tions of the Capitol Police’s budget is the increase of use of over- 
time. Why wouldn’t we just take the $29 million that you are ask- 
ing for in overtime and give it to you instead to hire additional offi- 
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cers so you can handle the workload with more officers rather than 
adding to the overtime of the officers you have? 

Especially now in light of the concerns over the retirement sys- 
tem and the pensions, which, depending on who is right, overtime 
isn’t going into the officers’ retirement benefits package. So, it 
would seem to me to make more sense to broaden the number of 
officers you have so that you are not exacerbating and inflating the 
retirement issue, which is a separate question. 

Chief Morse. Okay. The easiest way to explain overtime and 
staffing is, we have a mission; and what that means is, a door is 
a mission. And there is an assignment of personnel to that door 
and a number of hours. Our current staffing does not meet that 
mission, so the gap in between is overtime. 

The current overtime request with our staffing still does not get 
us to our mission. So, in other words, with $29 million — although, 
in the $29 million, the increase is from the COLA and stuff from 
this year, and then there are some specialty projects with the AOC 
that we are doing that will require overtime. So that is where the 
increase is. 

So, every time you add officers, you get closer to covering all 
those missions. The closer you get to covering all those missions, 
the lower overtime gets. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Right. 

Chief Morse. The less officers you have and the more missions 
that come in — the threat changes or we have unpredictable ses- 
sions or we have demonstrations that occur — then the mission 
keeps spreading and the overtime keeps getting higher. 

So when we request additional officers, we have restraints on 
how many we can ask for. I could ask you for 350, which would 
get us all the way to the end, but I could never recruit that many, 
I can’t train that many, there are general expenses associated with 
that, and salaries. You would still have overtime, though, because 
you still have things you can’t predict. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Oh, yeah. I mean, I am not suggesting 
that we could eliminate overtime. 

Chief Morse. Yeah, I am trying to give a very simple answer to 
a complex question. So we 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. If we added 52 — I am sorry to inter- 
rupt you. 

Chief Morse. Sure. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. If we gave you the 52 officers — and I 
assume you are asking for 52 officers, which is, sort of, the max- 
imum that you think you could absorb now and train and fund. 

Chief Morse. Along with attrition. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Along with attrition. Then would the 
$29 million go down if you have 52? 

Would you need $29 million if we gave you 52 officers? 

Chief Morse. Yes. The reason why is because you don’t hire all 
those 52 at the beginning of the fiscal year. They are hired 
throughout the year. And then there is approximately — once they 
are finished training, FTO programs, et cetera, you are looking at 
about 30 weeks. So you don’t reap the benefits of a full year of 52 
additional officers until your following year. So you would get some 
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benefit from that as they came on, but you wouldn’t get the full 
benefit of those 52 until the following year. 

But you have to also remember that, whenever a request to in- 
crease the mission — in other words, unfunded mission — comes in, 
that absorbs that and can, sort of, counter that. 

So, that is my simplest explanation of it, is, mission is here; over- 
time gets us as close to that mission as we can without hiring more 
people. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

I am over time. Mr. Aderholt, I wanted to finish this last piece 
of my question. It is only you and me here anyway. 

What is the number of officers that we could give you — which I 
assume we could not really give you all in 1 year; or, depending 
on the allocation, I guess we could — that would allow us to put our 
finger in the dike of increasing overtime, let you over a few years 
ramp up to the amount of officers on the force that you need, you 
know, barring unforeseen security issues, so that we have a more 
predictable and reasonable overtime budget that we can count on? 

Chief Morse. With the existing. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Yes, under existing mission require- 
ments. 

Chief Morse. Under the existing mission requirements, with the 
exception of any unexpecteds, because I can’t predict what may or 
may not happen, we could give you a number of officers we would 
need that would give you sort of a correlated overtime. So, as an 
example, I could say, if you give me 150, the overtime would be 
this. If I gave you 200, the overtime would be this. 

But let me just add this, there are things we can do, and there 
are things that we are doing and continue to do to generate more 
officers through things that we are already doing. One example is 
we just completed — or at least I was told it is completed and with 
the Assistant Chief now — an assessment of the Library of Congress 
because we completed our merger. So we did an assessment of that 
division. What our assessment tells us, without diminishing secu- 
rity at the Library of Congress, without diminishing that, is that 
we will be able to put 20 officers back into the field other than that 
division. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Chief Morse. But there is a process that we have to take yet, 
and I have to speak to my board. We have to speak to our union, 
and we have to make sure that it is absolutely correct, but it looks 
like it would yield that. We are looking at technologies, obviously, 
that input more officers, so we still have a little bit of work to do 
on that, and we are doing it and have done it. 

The other thing is the consideration of changing sort of the hours 
of operations of doors, et cetera, so we are working on proposals 
for, for instance, our lowest access doors at certain hours, and could 
we, for instance, close those because of the access level, pedestrian 
access level, and move those officers toward the more busy hours 
and the higher threat hours? So we have a proposal that we are 
working on with that, too, that we are going to submit. 

So I think that we need to really flush those things out first and 
make sure that we are utilizing our people the best. And with the 
help of the oversight committees, hopefully, maybe, we can change 
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some of the environmental things that we have been dealing with 
for many, many years. I mean, the hours of operation of the doors, 
in many cases, have been the same since I was an officer in 1985, 
so perhaps we need to look at that and see if it should change. 
That is what we are doing. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I would just like to work with you, to 
the degree that we have a role in this since we provide the budget 
for it, to more effectively help you adapt and to have us have more 
predictability so that we are not — I mean, I just think that using 
overtime over the long term to solve our mission gap problems is 
not responsible. 

Chief Morse. The other piece here is, as we grow — you know, we 
have grown out of facilities space. So there is a master plan. I have 
worked with the Architect of the Capitol and their planners in de- 
veloping plans for a new headquarters building, a model for that, 
should the need exist for the expansion. Certainly, you know, we 
feel like we need it now, but we also understand the way times are 
now. So we are very respectful of that and are very humble with 
what we have. 

So, if we expand with officers, it does have a facilities require- 
ment attachment to it as well, but we have this information, and 
we would definitely be able to answer any of your questions and 
would be able to provide you with any details that you would need 
to make decisions. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Great. 

I have long since past gone over my time. I am so sorry. 

POLICE MERGER 

Mr. Aderholt. It has been roughly 6 months since the merger 
of the Capitol Police and the Library of Congress Police. 

Can you bring us up to date on how things are going with the 
merger? 

Chief Morse. I mentioned one just a second ago. 

We completed our assessment, our manpower assessment. We 
are reviewing that now, and that is from the sworn perspective and 
the mission, without diminishing it; the transition was smooth. We 
have some continued work to do with the communications piece of 
this and a similar assessment with communications. We are work- 
ing and have been to transition the command center and to become 
unified in that. So we are on track with and are taking measures 
to sort of complete the operational transition of this. There have 
been no other issues. 

We had, when you talk about a seamless transition of security, 
we had one of our officers the other day who, in doing his screening 
process, observed an individual enter the building, and he was in- 
volved in a bank robbery just a few days before. So the transition 
has occurred. They are proud to be U.S. Capitol Police Officers. We 
are proud to have them, and they are doing a wonderful job. So we 
continue to work on the transition of mission. 

OEF-SITE DELIVERY SCREENING STUDY 

Mr. Aderholt. I know the Architect of the Capitol is requesting 
$1.7 million to further study and develop a program of require- 
ments for an off-site delivery screening center. 
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What are the current problems that exist, as it is today, that 
would facilitate the need for this new screening center? 

Chief Morse. Well, the model that we are looking at is with re- 
gard to security and enhancing our security capability to screen 
items, both perishable and otherwise, that come to the campus be- 
fore it gets here and to be able to do that very expeditiously and 
very safely and, you know, to continue to facilitate the services that 
you see now without any interruption. But the concept is about the 
safety and security of the campus and doing the screening at an 
off-site facility at a higher level and being able to get it here with- 
out some of the gaps that we face now. So it is an enhancement 
of the security process. 

Mr. Aderholt. So the gap seems to be that there are problems 
with the current system. 

Chief Morse. Right. We have filled those gaps, but those are 
temporary in nature and not sustainable. So, therefore, we need a 
more robust capability with respect to off-site screening and so 
forth. I believe the study that is requested is specific to, you know, 
the building size, the type of operation that needs to take place and 
how that takes place in order for it to be a very efficient process 
so that we don’t see any impact here with the services that are pro- 
vided by vendors and such. 

Mr. Aderholt. Has that been studied in the past, or is this a 
study that you are undergoing right now? 

Chief Morse. As I recall — and it has been some time ago, maybe 
4 to 5 years ago, and before I was chief, I did read studies that 
were more about the concept of, what type of model do you need? 
Do you need a complete transfer model where government trucks 
bring things in after they are screened? Do you need a hybrid 
method, meaning some things are and some things are not? And 
then sort of assessing the various current and emerging threats. 

This particular request came from a task force looking at how 
the operations of this off-site would actually occur. So the actual 
physical operations and demands of an off-site like that and how 
to most effectively and efficiently run it. 

DESIGN for new CAPITOL POLICE RADIO PROJECT 

Mr. Aderholt. We talked about the radio modernization pro- 
gram just a minute ago. Have they now completed a detailed engi- 
neering design for the radio system? 

Chief Morse. They have. 

Ms. Jarmon. Yes, they have completed the detailed design engi- 
neering for the radios. 

Mr. Aderholt. So that has been completed? 

Ms. Jarmon. Yes. 

Mr. Aderholt. When will the procurement for the radio equip- 
ment begin? 

Chief Morse. In fiscal year 2011, we are going to see a signifi- 
cant increase in obligation plans. That is where a significant bulk 
of the money will be spent. Up until now, we have had obligation 
plans that have included, obviously, the concepts to operations, the 
build-outs of the mirror sites and the main facility in Manassas. 
We are now seeing obligation plans begin to affect the construction 
of the project itself, as in the recent obligation plan that was sub- 
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mitted, but in fiscal year 2011, we will see a large bulk of the 
money begin to actually build out the project. 

Mr. Aderholt. Has my time expired? You are being a little le- 
nient. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I went for a little more than my time. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. 

THE ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL AND THE POLICE RADIO PROJECT 

The Capitol Police, the Architect and, of course, now the mayor 
all have been critical in putting this radio system modernization 
program into place. 

Has that worked? Has the relationship between those three enti- 
ties there gone well? How would you characterize that? 

Chief Morse. I think they have a good working relationship, and 
I think that — I haven’t been told of any differences, but as you 
know, we work with the Architect of the Capitol all the time, and 
they are great partners in everything that we do. I don’t just say 
that because Mr. Ayers is in the room. 

Mr. Aderholt. I am sure you would say that even if he were not 
here. 

Chief Morse. Yes, I tell him that all the time, and I tell his peo- 
ple that. 

We have a good working relationship. We have a good liaison 
with each other, and we work very closely with each other. Now, 
there is obviously someone who has been working on other projects 
here who we have a good rapport with. So, if there are any difficul- 
ties that are currently existing, then I don’t know about them. I 
would have to turn to Ms. Jarmon to ask her, you know, specifi- 
cally if there is anything that I am unaware of. 

Ms. Jarmon. We work hard there in AOC to make sure we ad- 
dress any issues or concerns, so I feel like all of the issues or con- 
cerns that have happened are ones that we have been working on 
with them and are trying to resolve, so there are none that, I 
think, are unresolved or that can’t be resolved. 

Mr. Aderholt. Are there some things that you can do. Chief, in 
your role, to make sure that this is put into place in a timely fash- 
ion? 

Chief Morse. Yes. 

One thing I recently did — and I am talking last week — is I talked 
to Ms. Jarmon about this, and we felt it was the best course of ac- 
tion so that we could focus more on the administrative responsibil- 
ities. This is regarding the executive sponsor of this program, 
meaning the single point of contact as to where the buck stops. Un- 
less they are, you know, communicating to me, it is now the re- 
sponsibility of our CIO, who was a part of this project in the first 
place. 

I feel that the CAO, in being executive sponsor of such a large 
project and with all the other issues that we need to deal with in 
administration, is not good for the project or for the administrative 
side of the House. So I changed the executive sponsor, and have 
the person reporting to me and my executive staff directly on a 
weekly basis to ensure that every aspect of the project is covered, 
and that it is what I want it to be and what the committees want 
it to be — on time and within budget. So I think that my involve- 
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ment in it is more direct now, and the executive team’s involve- 
ment will be on a weekly basis with progress reports. 

Mr. Aderholt. All right. 

Thank you, Madam Chair. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You are welcome. 

Chief, continuing to focus on the radio project, you have asked 
for just about $16 million for the common phase of it. Most of the 
bulk of this project, $71.6 million, was funded in 2009, which are 
the infrastructure changes that are necessary to support the new 
radio system. 

Are those funds going to be transferred to the Architect because 
that is really for indoor infrastructure work? 

Chief Morse. Yes, ma’am. 

That money is critical in fiscal year 2011 because, in fiscal year 
2012, there is only about $1.7 million left to complete the project. 
In other words, that is when it is supposed to be completed. That 
is what we expect. So, once we get to the point where the $16 mil- 
lion will be used, it would be inclusive, you know, of an obligation 
plan directly related to the work that NAVAIR is doing. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And the schedule of that phase of the 
project is through 2011? 

Chief Morse. Yes. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Then it would be just the last little 
bit that would be in 2012? 

Chief Morse. Right. 

Ms. Jarmon. Some of the indoor coverage work may actually 
start sooner than later. It could actually start in the beginning of 
2011 rather than toward the end. 

CAPITOL POLICE RETIREMENT 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

I just have two more questions. I do want to address the police 
retirement issue with you. 

Year in and year out, we have heard concerns and complaints 
about the failures of the current retirement system that is used by 
the Capitol Police. There was a troubling article in the newspaper 
today. We, obviously, are concerned when there are officers who are 
leaving the force who have trouble making ends meet. Now, that 
is the case with a lot of people in this country today, so it is at 
least, in part, understandable. But your spokeswoman made it 
clear in the same article that the Capitol Police retirement plan is 
exactly on par with other law enforcement plans, with other Fed- 
eral law enforcement plans, which would logically lead me to ask 
you, are all of the Federal retirement plans subpar compared to 
other police agencies or, quite frankly, compared to government re- 
tirement plans in general? 

I mean, I understand you have an officer who doesn’t have his 
or her overtime counted, and you have a requirement to retire at 
57. So there is, you know, an artificial depressed period of time. 
They lose those 10 years that non-sworn officers who are Federal 
employees have to add to their retirement years, which are produc- 
tive years. So they don’t get that. They get an extra boost because 
of the nature of their work, but they lose 10 years of that boost be- 
cause they have to retire at 57, which is 10 years or so. 
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So is there a problem here? 

I recognize also that there are plenty of people, whether they are 
police officers or not, who simply do not plan for retirement, ignore 
it, like people who are young and healthy, who feel they are invin- 
cible and will never get sick, so they don’t have health insurance. 
There are people who are young, who are not thinking about the 
fact that they may one day retire and may need to actually have 
money to survive. 

So what is really going on here? 

Chief Morse. Yes. 

First of all, I was extremely disappointed in the article this 
morning because that is not my position, so I don’t know where 
they got that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. From your spokesperson, you mean? 

Chief Morse. No. My spokesperson’s responses really come from 
the 0PM and the GAO report. 

Now, do I know exactly what other Federal law enforcement 
agencies get? No, not unless I read the report. 

But let me say this, so that the article is correct the next time: 
I support anything that is good for my police officers, okay. I have 
been here 25 years. I know how difficult it is, and I know what 
they experience when they leave here. So it is very important to 
me that, if there is something out there that is good for them, it 
is good for me, but I think there is a lot of work to do. 

What I said is that I have worked with the chairman of the 
union to provide them and support them with information that is 
needed for them to put together or to even examine what might be 
able to be done, if anything, to improve the system or understand 
the system better. I think that is where we are, and that is inclu- 
sive of the two reports we cited. 

But of course I support our officers and their needs, and the 
story this morning was certainly something that we do see across 
the Nation, and it is concerning. 

So by putting it into perspective with respect to the questions 
that you are asking, those are the types of things that would have 
to be fleshed out, is, you know, what we have versus someone else 
and those types of things. What I do know is that we have made 
tremendous strides, especially since I was an officer, but our Fed- 
eral law enforcement status was not something that we had before, 
and that is a compatibility. It may not be in money or percentage, 
but it is a compatibility. 

The other thing is, we try to make sure, through entry level and 
in training and then through retirement seminars, to inform the of- 
ficers of what their retirement is. Whether it is good or bad is irrel- 
evant. What is it? What does it provide for you? How do you go 
about making the best decisions throughout your career? That is 
our responsibility. I think we do a very good job of that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. There was an officer in the article 
who said that he probably could have planned better for retirement 
than he did. I mean, that is the case with a lot of people, but you 
know, if you end up with $38,000 a year in this environment and 
if you have a financial burden of children and a home and a spouse 
who doesn’t have a job, all the awareness in the world of what you 
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are facing upon retirement isn’t going to change the $38,000, and 
it isn’t going to get you through your retirement years. 

Chief Morse. Right. 

If I am not mistaken, I think the officer who was mentioned may 
have served this country in two different capacities, both in the 
military and here. You know, it is an inherently dangerous job. We 
know we have to work long hours. We know it is dangerous. I 
mean, that is what we do and who we are, but there are futures, 
you know, of these people, which are of concern, and I think that, 
you know, it requires close attention. 

Did I say that I am adamantly opposed? No, I did not. To say 
that I am interested in having something to make a decision on, 
if any, is reasonable. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Are there any reports which you think 
need to be done, any formal examinations of the current retirement 
system for the Capitol Police, which would be helpful so that you 
could, for example, compare and contrast and also use that infor- 
mation so that, in going forward, if there are changes which are 
necessary on the authorizing side and then as well on the appro- 
priations side, we can act on those? 

Chief Morse. Well, I think that we — I guess we first need to un- 
derstand some of the questions that you asked: What are the an- 
swers to those questions? I mean, what are the comparisons? Who 
are we comparing ourselves to? What are those comparisons? Are 
they different? How are they different? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. When is the last time anything like 
that was done? 

Chief Morse. The only two — well, the two reports that I have 
seen, I believe — and I am not sure of the names of them, but I be- 
lieve there is an 0PM and a GAO report on the retirement sys- 
tems. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Do you know when those were done? 

Chief Morse. I thought I had it with me, but I don’t. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. The law changed in 1990, right? The 
last time there was a specific modification to the retirement plan 
in law was in 1990; is that right? 

Chief Morse. Well, I know that the retirement changed two 
classes prior to me in 1985 because my assistant chief is a CSRS 
and I am FERS, so we are different. So I know that that piece of 
it has changed. The Federal law enforcement status 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I will bet he hangs that over your 
head all the time. 

Chief Morse. He does. What is really impressive is he could have 
left 2 years ago, but he is still here, so that shows his true commit- 
ment. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. It does. 

Chief Morse. I am not sure of the exact date of the change, but 
it was in the 1990s. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Would you give me answers to 
those questions for the committee, for the record? 

Chief Morse. Absolutely. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I don’t want to hastily put together a 
homework assignment on this, but I would like to work with you 
to figure out what does need to be examined on the retirement sys- 
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tern and since there are disputes over the content and over the 
facts in the article, notwithstanding that the police union raised 
this issue with us. It does seem to be of concern. We should make 
sure we are on top of it, because I am not someone who likes to 
let something fester for a bunch of years while we argue over 
whether it is or isn’t true. Let’s just take a look at it so we can 
see if there are any modifications that we can make to improve the 
retirement of the Capitol Police Officer. 

I only have one more question. 

[Clerk’s note. — A further explanation by the Capitol Police fol- 
lows:] 

(1) When did 0PM and GAO report on the retirement system come out? 

0PM — Federal Law Enforcement Pay and Benefits (Report to Congress) July 2004 

This report responds to section 2(b) of the Federal Law Enforcement Pay and Ben- 
efits Parity Act of 2003, Public Law 108-196, which calls for 0PM to submit a re- 
port to Congress providing a comparison of classification, pay, and benefits among 
Federal law enforcement personnel throughout the Government and to make rec- 
ommendations to correct any unwarranted differences. 

GAO — Federal Law Enforcement Retirement (Information on Enhanced Retire- 
ment Benefits for Law Enforcement Personnel) July 2009 

This report addresses (1) the processes used to grant enhanced retirement bene- 
fits to federal law enforcement personnel, (2) the rationales and potential costs for 
extending benefits to additional occupations, and (3) the extent to which federal 
agencies used human capital tools to retain law enforcement and other related per- 
sonnel. GAO reviewed relevant laws, regulations, and other documentation, such as 
agency reports describing the processes used to grant enhanced benefits. 

(2) When was the law changed? 

The Capitol Police Retirement Act (Public Law 101-428, October 15, 1990) added 
Capitol Police to the retirement statutes as a new group subject to special retire- 
ment provisions equivalent to those applicable to LEOs. 

Public Law 101-428 did not include Capitol Police in the CSRS or FERS defini- 
tion of “law enforcement officer” set out at 5 U.S.C. 8331(20) and 8411(17). Instead, 
Capitol Police were added to the retirement provisions as a distinct group, separate 
from law enforcement officers. Capitol Police are entitled to early retirement, an en- 
hanced annuity computation (at the same accrual rate as other LEOs), and max- 
imum entry age and mandatory retirement provisions that are similar to the LEO 
provisions. A member of the Capitol Police may retire at age 50 with 20 years of 
LEO service or, under FERS, at any age with 25 years of LEO service. A Capitol 
Police officer is subject to mandatory retirement when the officer reaches age 57 and 
has at least 20 years of LEO service. If the Capitol Police Board finds that it would 
be in the public interest, the Board may exempt a member of the Capitol Police from 
mandatory retirement until age 60. 

Mr. Aderholt. I don’t have anything else. 

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OEFICE POLICE 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Thank you. 

The last question I have is related to the GPO and their police 
force. 

We had the GPO police union in front of the committee in Feb- 
ruary. We have them every year. They have the same complaints 
and concerns every year, and it doesn’t seem to improve. When I 
asked them if they were open to the idea of merging with the Cap- 
itol Police, in which we have a success model that we have been 
through with the Library’s police force, the chairman of the police 
union was very responsive. I know there were some old reports 
that looked at that as an option. I think they are really old, and 
I think it was just GAO that looked at it. I know you and I talked 
about it. 
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Are you willing to do an examination or some kind of internal 
study on whether that would be feasible, from your standpoint, 
from the Capitol Police’s standpoint? Because we are going to be 
asking the GAO to refresh their study and to look at it again. 

You know, I am skeptical as to whether it makes sense to con- 
tinue to have a separate police force. Even though they are, you 
know, not part of the direct campus of the Capitol complex, we are 
still really sort of all within the legislative branch. 

Do you still store vehicles in there? 

So there is a connection that you have to their facilities. 

Quite frankly, you know, in the first year that I chaired this sub- 
committee, it was really alarming — and we had to take a step 
statutorily to correct it — that they were leaving the passport facil- 
ity guarded by security guards and not sworn officers. And had we 
not had a public witness hearing in which that concern was ex- 
pressed by the union, that would have continued. We all know that, 
following 9/11, that is obviously a very significant issue, the secu- 
rity of passports. In fact, I am still concerned that there are not 
sworn officers guarding the facility in Mississippi, but that was not 
something we could get the Senate to agree to. 

So, anyway, is that something that you think you could inter- 
nally review and could report back to the committee on as to the 
feasibility? 

Chief Morse. We have the capability of looking at it from a phys- 
ical securities perspective and jurisdictional perspective, from a 
staffing perspective and mission requirements. That is a piece that 
we can offer should you request us to do so. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. That would be great. Consider it re- 
quested. 

Chief Morse. Okay. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We will write up, you know, a formal 
set of questions that we would like you to review. 

So, great, I don’t have any additional questions. 

Mr. Aderholt. There may be some questions I might submit for 
the record but not other than that. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Great. 

Again, please give our huge thanks and appreciation to the en- 
tire police force, to the management, to the sworn and non-sworn 
staff. We just can’t thank you enough for your effort and for your 
hard work. 

I hope the Capitol Police force feels that the Members have their 
backs. As cranky as some may get when they are asked to walk 
through a magnetometer, you know, which is annoying and frus- 
trating, at the end of the day, we should all know that that is what 
keeps us all safe. 

We really appreciate how you go above and beyond the call of 
duty. So thank you. 

With that, the subcommittee stands adjourned until the next 
committee hearing. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 


Chairwoman Debbie Wasserman Schultz 
CHIEF PHILLIP MORSE 
Gloria Jarmon, CAO 

FY2011 Budget of the U.S. Capitol Police 


staffing 


(Question: Does USCP track door usage? If so, does USCP move staff in accordance with door 
traffic? If not, then why? 

ANSWER: 

Yes, USCP does record "door counts" for the buildings in the US Capitol Complex. 

However, "door counts" are only one of the multiple of factors that determine the staffing of 
entry and exit portals into the Capitol Complex, as there are a combination of items that are 
taken into consideration for the staffing of posts to protect and secure the Capitol Complex. 

Every building in the Capitol Complex has had a Security Survey conducted by the USCP Security 
Services Bureau (SSB). The Survey recommends the appropriate screening, monitoring and 
alarm equipment required, as determined by the level of risk and threat, and physical space 
associated with the entrance/exit. Additionally, the USCP reviews the recommendations from 
the Enlighten Leadership Study (ELS) related to guidelines for appropriate staffing for 
entrances/exits of the buildings on the Capitol Complex. All of these factors are considered in 
the staffing of posts. 

During normal daily operations division commanders and their officials have the ability at their 
discretion to temporarily move officers to alleviate back ups at doors and streets around the 
Capitol Complex. This flexibility allows USCP Divisions to respond to temporary surges in volume 
without creating a situation that may require additional overtime, while still maintaining the 
appropriate levels of security, protection and response at posts throughout the Capitol Complex. 


Question: Please update the Overtime Earning by Number of Officers chart on page 57 of the 
Fiscal Year 2010 Legislative Branch Appropriations part 2 hearing volume. 




ANSWER; 


Overtime Earnings by Number of Officers 



Note: YTD«PP20.PP08 


Question: How many posts are staffed by the Capitol Police? 
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ANSWER; There are 192 posts in the following Divisions; Capitol, House, Senate, Library of 
Congress and Patrol. Specialty units Hazardous Devices Section, Hazardous Material Response 
Team, Command Center, Communications, Intel and the Dignitary Protection Division are not 
included in this count. 


Question: How many of those posts are in the Senate, House, Capitol, and Capitol Visitors 
Center? 

ANSWER: There are a total of 144 posts in the Senate, House, and Capitol which include posts 
associated with the Capitol Visitors Center. The posts for the Capitol Visitors Center have been 
combined with all Capitol Posts since the end of FY 2009. 

Below is a breakdown of the 144 posts; 

House - 50 posts 

Senate -43 posts 

Capitol - 51 posts 

Question: How many officers are you expecting to retire or leave the force in fiscal year 2010 
and fiscal year 2011? 

ANSWER: For FY 2010, a total of 12 mandatory separations are expected. 39 non-mandatory 
sworn separations occurred up to Pay Period 7 (4/11/2010). 31 more non-mandatory sworn 
separations are expected for the remainder of the fiscal year, bringing the total of realized and 
expected sworn separations to 82. 

For FY 2011, a total of 20 mandatory sworn separations are expected. It is projected that there 
may be another 60-100 sworn non-mandatory separations bringing the total to 80 to 120. 


Question: How many officers reached the salary cap because of overtime in FY 2009? 

ANSWER: The annual salary cap is based on the calendar year, not the fiscal year. In calendar 
year 2009 USCP did not have any officers reach the cap because of overtime. 

Training 

Question: How many hours of training are required for officers every year? 
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ANSWER; The majority of sworn personnel work in the Uniformed Services Bureau, therefore, 
this answer reflects what the Department has determined that the annual training requirement 
is for a typical Uniformed Services Bureau officer. That benchmark is 80 hours of training 
annually 

Question; How many hours of training on average did officers receive in fiscal year 2009? 

ANSWER; An analysis was conducted by USCP with available data to estimate the current sworn 
officer utility, which is estimated in an approximate range of 1,650 - 1,725 hours per officer 
annually, including overtime. Almost all of these utility hours are used in support of USCP core 
mission requirement. Based on this estimated utility range, the Department is not currently 
meeting its 80 hour annual training target as contained in the target 1560 sworn officer utility. 


A random sampling of USCP officers in the Uniform Service Bureau (USB) indicates that 
approximately 7-20 hours were actually used for training in FY 09, vice the 80 hours allotted for 
training in the target utility calculation. By focusing this analysis on USB, we are addressing the 
largest sworn population within the Department, This analysis did not include USCP specialty 
units such as K9, CERT or HDS and DPD, 


The reduction of training hours provided will not have an immediate impact on the USCP 
mission. However the long term impact of reducing core training hours, will impact the 
recertification of officers in certain programs, may affect officer response capability and may 
result in the overall degradation of the proficiency of our officers to meet their mission. All of 
these will result in greater risks to the Department and create a cycle that will have long-term 
impacts on the Department. 

In an effort to address this training matter before it becomes a serious issue and work toward 
the optimum sworn officer utility of 1560, the Department has requested overtime funding to 
support a minimum of 16 hours of training for 1500 sworn officers in FY 2011. Because our 
current onboard officers can not work increased overtime levels for the long-term without 
affecting their effectiveness, we are also requesting 52 additional officers to begin to narrow the 
resource gap while allowing for the minimum annual training level described above. These two 
resource requests are a part of a larger balance that the Department is attempting to reach 
between the use of personnel, overtime, technology and mission balance to meet required core 
mission requirements. 


Civilianization 


Question; How many sworn officers are currently on staff? 


ANSWER; As of the end of Pay Period 7, which ended on April 10, 2010, USCP had 1811 sworn 
officers onboard. 



Question: How many civilians are on staff? Of those civilians, how many are in law 
enforcement positions versus administrative positions? 

ANSWER: As of the end of Pay Period 7, which ended on April 10, 2010, USCP had 381 civilians 
onboard. Of the 381, 134 (35,17%) are assigned to positions actively engaged in security 
operations [directly supporting law enforcement officers in execution of the core mission] such 
as, but not limited to. Security Aides, Physical Security Specialists, Security Control Operators, 
and Hazardous Materials Specialists. 

Total Civilians: 381 

Total Civilians under the COO: 213 

Civilians under the COO directly supporting law enforcement: 134 
Civilians under the COO in administrative positions: 79 

All other civilians in administrative positions including the COP, OGC, OIG, and CAO: 168 


Question: What is the status of the effort to civilianize additional law enforcement positions as 
discussed on page 83 of last year's answers for the record. 

ANSWER: In an effort to reduce requirements and narrow the gap between our core mission 
and the available staff hours for onboard sworn personnel, the Department has looked at a 
number of opportunities to civilianize positions currently performed by sworn officers, so these 
sworn staffing resources may be realigned to meet other core mission requirements. 

As discussed in the Department's FY 2010 Questions for the Record, we conducted a review of 
the potential to civilianize certain positions within our Command Center. As a result of our 
review and analysis, we have determined that this civilianization effort would not be beneficial 
to our ability to meet core mission requirements in this area. 

However, in FY 2009, the Department utilized available civilian positions to return former USCP 
employees from the Department of Labor's Worker's Compensation Roll to the Department's 
Communications Section. This allowed the Department to utilize civilian personnel to perform 
the security camera and alarm monitoring function in-house, rather that using contractors. 
Further, this allowed for some realignment of sworn resources, as well as allowing the 
Department additional general expense funds for potential use on technology.. 

Additionally, the Department civilianized twenty-six sworn positions in the Library of Congress 
command center during the LOC Police and USCP Merger, This allowed the Department to 
utilize civilianizing former LOC Police employees to perform the Command Center functions, as 
well as one civilian to help staff our firing range, and realign sworn resources to other core 
mission requirements. 



As we migrate to the primary and mirror radio program sites in 2012, we anticipate an effort to 
civilianize our dispatcher operations. We also plan to review the potential to civilianize our 
liaison positions at the National Capitol Region Command Center (NCRCC). 

We are also developing a recommendation to reestablish our Security Aide Program, so we may 
utilize them as Exit Screeners at the Library of Congress and at secondary screening locations 
within the Capitol Complex, which will result in the current sworn resources performing these 
functions now to be redeployed to other core mission requirements. 

The Department is currently reviewing other areas that may result in civilianization of posts, 
which may provide additional available sworn officer utility. As these are developed, they will 
be vetted through the Capitol Police Board and appropriate stakeholders for consideration. 


Budget (Homework Question from Hearing) 


Question: Please summarize the impacts of a flat fiscal year 2011 budget for the record with 
particular focus on staff and mission impact. 

ANSWER; A flat fiscal year 2011 budget will result in critical resource shortfalls to support 
staffing levels of 1,800 sworn and 393 civilians. As a result of the Department's FY 2010 salaries 
shortfall impact on the FY 2011 base, as well as mandatory and critical FY 2011 salaries 
increases, the Department estimates that it would require an additional $13.13 Million over the 
FY 2010 base in FY 2011 to maintain current services and minimal general expenses. 

The Department has already taken steps to reduce its civilian positions from 443 to 393, which 
will allow us to reduce our request for funding in FY 2011. Additionally, the Department has 
conducted multiple investment review boards to review every budget object class within our 
general expense request. This effort resulted in a minimum general expense requirement of 
$59.68 Million for FY 2011. The general expense request was reduced from $63. 5M to $59.68M 
for FY 2011 after adjusting for price level and critical requirements increases, and by eliminating 
new special initiatives; deferring or reducing most technology and equipment lifecycle 
replacements; eliminating all non-mandatory training and travel; reducing requested funding for 
sworn backfill applicant, training an equipping resources, reducing supplies and mission support 
costs; 

A flat fiscal year FY 2011 budget will require the Department to eliminate civilian backfills and 
reduce critical mission support programs, potentially furlough civilians, reduce security 
programs, and eliminate sworn backfills. The elimination of sworn backfills would have an 
impact on our overtime requirements, unless the core mission requirements are reduced as 
well. 
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ContractinR 


Question: Please detail any sole source contracts entered into by the US Capitol police in Fiscal 
year 2009. Please include the vendor, the dollar amount, and reason for sole source. 

ANSWER : OFM awarded two (2) Sole Source Contracts in FY2009: 1) Black Hill Ammunition for 
approximately $62,000 for the purchase of Ammunition. This was a sole source for USCP's 
requirement for law enforcement type ammunition; only one vendor was known to supply the 
ammunition that met the USCP's requirement. 2 ) EVI for approximately $482,000for the 
purchase of classified goods or services. This was a sole source to EVI due to the classified status 
of EVI as a vendor and the nature of the USCP’s classified requirement. 


Scope of IG Report 

Question: Also, I want to ask the Inspector General to submit for the record the scope of his 
investigation. Mr. Hoecker, we expect you to provide regular updates to the Subcommittee as 
you have findings and of course when you are ready to provide a final report. The 16 findings 
will be one of the tools the Subcommittee will use to ensure we figure out what the systemic 
problems are and fix them so this does not happen again. 

Answer: On March 10, 2010, the Chief of Police requested the Office of Inspector General (OIG) 
conduct an audit of the Department's budget formulation process. The objectives of this 
engagement are to (1) assess whether USCP has established adequate controls over the budget 
formulation process to ensure accurate data is collected and developed, and if so, (2) determine 
if staff complied with those controls during the formulation process of the FY 2010 and 2011 
budgets, and if not, note exceptions and causes. Regular updates have been provided to the 
Committee and will continue until the audit is concluded. OIG anticipates that the audit report 
will be issued in early June 2010. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 

RANKING MEMBER ROBERT B. ADERHOLT 

CHIEF PHILLIP MORSE 

FY20i 1 Budget of the U.S. Capitol Police 


Radio Modernization Program 

Question: Provide for the record a reconciliation of the timeline for obligation of the $71.6 million presented in 
October 2009 to the current plan. 

ANSWER: (As provided by the Chief Administrative Officer) 

Please see the below table to see a comparison of the two plans. The table includes the obligations from the 
$10M FY 2007 Supplemental (No-Year funding) appropriation, the $71.6 FY 2009 Supplemental (3-Year 
funding) appropriation and the requested $16M appropriation (FY 2010 Supplemental or FY 201 1 budget). 


October 2009 Plan 

Current Plan 

Date 

Obligation 

Date 

Obligation 

2008 

$4.1M:OP#l:ACFsite{FY 
2007 Supplemental) (Actual 
cost is $3.9M) 

2008 

$4.1M; OP#l:ACFsite (FY 
2007 Supplemental) (Actual 
cost is $3.9M) 

2009 

$4M: OP #2: NAVAIR Phase 1 
& 11 (FY 2007 Supplemental) 

2009 

$4M: OP #2: NAVAIR Phase 

1 & 11 (FY 2007 

Supplemental) 

2009 

$4M; Mirror site 

2009 

$3.5M; OP #3: Mirror site 
(approved) 

Jan-Mar 

2010 

$31.1M: Equipment Hardware 





Apr 2010 

$9.9M: OP #4: Outside Fiber 
(approved) 



May 2010 

$12.2M: OP #5: Start of 
indoor infrastructure and fiber 

Spring 

2010 

$20. IM: Subscriber Equipment 

May/June 

2010 

$40. 3M: OP U6: Equipment 
Hardware, Subscriber 
Equipment & Professional 
Services 

2010- 

2011 

$9.9M: Travel Equipment, 
Encryption & Professional 
Services 



Fall 2010 
(FY 11) 

S8-I6M; Indoor Coverage 

Fail 2010 
(FY 11) 

$21M; Indoor fiber and 

Indoor Coverage 



Fall 201 1 

$0.2M: Project management 

Spring 

2012 

Project completed 

Spring 

2012 

Project completed 


Remaining Contingency: 


Remaining Contingency: 
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(Based on a Project Cost 


(Based on a Project Cost 


Estimate of$97.6M) 


Estimate of $97. 6M) 


$6.5M from the $71.6M 2009 
supplemental and $2.1M from 
the $I0M 2007 supplemental, 
as a result of cost estimate 


$2.6M 


savings. 




Notes: 

• Amounts rounded to nearest $1 OOK. 

• Obligation tasks listed are only the major tasks for that particular Obligation Plan (OP). 

• This table accounts for the $71 .6M appropriation from the 2009 supplemental plus the planned and 
requested $16M appropriation in fiscal year 201 1. in addition, the total estimate for this project of S97.6M 
included $I0M funded as part of the 2007 supplemental which covered the design engineering work and the 
build out of the primary site. Due to savings from the original ACF cost estimate, there is about $2. 1 M 
remaining from the $10M which is reflected in the contingency line as part of the October 2009 plan and is 
included with May/June 2010 (OP #6) and Fall 2010 obligations in the current plan. 

• Travel Equipment & Encryption listed in the October 2009 plan was merged with the Subscriber Equipment 
in the Current Plan. 

• The indoor coverage obligation is notionally listed for Fail 2010 (FY 11). However, it can be obligated as 
soon as the funding is made available. 


Budect Formulation and Exccutioa System 

Question: Provide for the record a copy of the specific policies and internal controls put into place that relate 
to the accomplishments of the CAO in implementing a budget formulation and execution system, as referenced 
on page A- 19 of the budget justifications. 

How did the CAO ensure these specific policies were complied with? 

If these policies and internal controls were in place, what was broken to allow this financial mismanagement to 
take place? 


ANSWER: (As provided by the Chief Administrative Officer) 

On page A- 19 of the budget justification, we mention that the Department is implementing a Budget 
Formulation and Execution system. We are referring to an off-the-shelf software, Clarity system, that the 
Department purchased in 2009 and began implementing in fiscal year 2009. 

This system is not yet fully operational. It was planned to be in place by December 2009 and was expected to 
be fully functional by March 2010. This software, once customized and tested, is expected to aid in the budget 
projections and monitoring. 

The implementation and testing stalled after January 2010 due to staff shortages. In addition, we are still in the 
process of drafting the related policies and inlemal controls for this system. These policies and internal controls 
will be updated based on recommendations that we receive from the Inspector General as part of their budget 
audit. We expect to receive those recommendations in June and can provide copies to the Committee of the 
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specific policies and inlemai controls within two months of receiving the recommendations from the Inspector 
General. 

The budget issue that occurred resulted from miscalculations of salary that were not detected during our quality 
control reviews by a budget expert and senior management reporting to the CAO. We are updating our quality 
control reviews to address this issue, however we will better know what other controls should be strengthened 
to ensure that this situation never happens again after we receive the results of the Inspector General’s audit. 

Recommendations Addressing Financial Weakness 

Question: The GAO and the Inspector Genera! have issued numerous recommendations addressing financial 
weaknesses. Please provide each specific recommendation, the date it was made and the date action was 
completed. 


ANSWER:JAs provided by the Chief Administrative Officer) 

The Department has identified a total of 180 audit recommendations made by GAO (51) and the OIG (129) 
which are tracked by the Department and were included in the most recent summary reports by both GAO and 
the OIG. Of the 180 recommendations, we determined that 149 address financial management weaknesses in 
some way. GAO made 38 of these recommendations, and our OIG made the other 111. Of the 149 
recommendations 76 (12 GAO and 64 OIG) have been closed and 73 remain open (26 GAO and 47 OIG). 

Of the 26 open GAO recommendations, we believe wc have completed corrective actions on 15 and expect to 
complete actions on another 6 by the end of this year. We expect that these will be closed when GAO returns to 
follow up on them. Of the 47 open OIG recommendations, 28 are from the FY 2008 Financial Statement audit 
and the OIG will not consider closing these recommendations until it completes the FY 2009 Financial 
Statement audit later this year. We believe that we have completed corrective actions on 1 7 of these 
recommendations to date and expect to complete actions on the remaining 1 1 by the end of this fiscal year. We 
also believe that we have completed corrective actions on 3 of the 19 recommendations from other OIG reports 
and plan to complete actions on the remaining 16 by the end of the year. 

Due to the extensive number of individual recommendations, wc have summarized the information requested in 
the table below for the record and have attached an appendix of the individual recommendations for the 
Committee’s use as it deems appropriate. 
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Wednesday, April 21, 2010. 

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS 
WITNESSES 

JAMES H. BILLINGTON, LIBRARIAN OF CONGRESS 

JO ANN C. JENKINS, CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER, LIBRARY OF CON- 
GRESS 


Opening Remarks — Chair Wasserman Schultz 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I am pleased to call to order this 
hearing of the Legislative Branch Subcommittee of the House Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

This afternoon, we are going to hear from Dr. Billington, the dis- 
tinguished Librarian of Congress about the Library of Congress’s 
proposed 2011 budget for the fiscal year. We will also hear the 
budget presentation from Open World as well. Last, but not least, 
from Bob Tapella, the Public Printer, about the Government Print- 
ing Office’s fiscal year 2011 budget. 

Before we go forward, though, I do. Dr. Billington, want to take 
a point of personal privilege and celebrate the retirement, the 
progress, the moving forward, of Jo Ann Jenkins, the very, very ca- 
pable Chief Operating Officer of the Library of Congress. She has 
been a true professional and an incredible person to work with, 
someone I really enjoyed getting to know, and look forward to 
working with in your new capacity at the AARP Foundation. 

So thank you very much. I bet you are not sorry that this is your 
last hearing before the Legislative Branch Appropriation Sub- 
committee. You don’t have to respond to that. 

Just to review what we are considering here today with the Li- 
brary of Congress, the Library is requesting $674.8 million, which 
is a 4.9 percent increase. Now, and I know Dr. Billington believes 
that that was a small increase that recognizes the tight fiscal year 
that we are in, and we appreciate that, and I know it does rep- 
resent a belt-tightening process that was difficult for everyone. 
That being said, it is a very difficult fiscal year, and we are going 
to have to make some really tough decisions. We are normally in 
a situation where we have to decide between nice-to-haves and got- 
to-haves, and this year is no exception to that. But we are even 
going to have to probably go beyond the just cutting nice-to-haves 
and even cutting some things that we know we would need to have, 
but maybe we don’t need them right now. So it is with that in mind 
that we will go through this process this morning. 

A major focus of the Library budget was increased staffing and 
information technology upgrades for the Congressional Research 
Service. The CRS portion of the Library’s request is $119.9 million, 
which is $7.4 million or 6.6 percent above the current fiscal year. 
Staffing is going to be very difficult. All the agencies, virtually all 
the agencies, have asked for additional FTEs. That is going to be 
very tough for us to accomplish in this budget this year. 

I am glad to see that a telework agreement was finally reached 
with the employees of CRS. I think it took longer than it should 
have, but I am glad that it is there. It is not a perfect plan, but 
there is plenty of room for improvement. I am just glad that our 
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subcommittee was able to help be the catalyst to ensuring that the 
employees of CRS have a telework opportunity. 

Before I conclude, I really want to commend you, Dr. Billington, 
for introducing children to the Library of Congress. America’s chil- 
dren, I know, have always been incredibly important to you. The 
opportunity to host the First Lady at the Library of Congress re- 
cently, where she read to children, was incredibly special. I know 
it was incredibly special for you. She read Dr. Seuss, which is neat. 

Mr. Aderholt and I had a chance to be there for the opening of 
the Young Readers Room in October of last year. So thank you so 
much for really opening the Library and all its treasures of every 
definition and every stripe to the next generation of Americans so 
that we can all continue to be passionate supporters of reading and 
of literature and of preserving the treasures that you have been 
protecting for so many years. 

So, with that, I welcome Mr. Aderholt to make any remarks. 
Opening Remarks — Mr. Aderholt 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. Madam Chair. 

It is good to be here today and have you before our committee. 
Dr. Billington and Ms. Jenkins. 

Dr. Billington, of course, your service and dedication to the Li- 
brary of Congress is well known, and we do appreciate your serv- 
ice. I know we say that, but we can all say it because we mean it. 
We do thank you for your service, and your reputation is well 
known. 

Of course, again, Jo Ann, congratulations on your new position 
at the AARP Foundation. We look forward to seeing you around. 
Hopefully, you won’t be going far away, but we are glad you were 
able to get this position. And so we congratulate you for that. You 
have done a tremendous job in your, what, 15 years of service at 
the Library of Congress. 

Ms. Jenkins. Yes. 

Mr. Aderholt. We appreciate the service that you have rendered 
over the last 15 years. We look forward to working with you maybe 
in a different capacity. 

Again, thank you all both for being here. We look forward to your 
testimony and working with you on this FY 11 budget. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. With that. Dr. Billington, you can pro- 
ceed with a 5-minute summary of your statement, and your full 
statement will be entered into the record. 

Dr. Billington. Thank you. Madam Chair. 

Opening Remarks — The Librarian of Congress 

Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholt, members of the subcommittee, it is 
really an honor to be here to present the fiscal year 2011 budget 
request for the Library just 3 days before the 210th anniversary of 
its birth as America’s oldest Federal cultural institution later this 
month. 

This will be, as you noted, the last time I will be accompanied 
by our esteemed Chief Operating Officer. And I just add my words 
of appreciation and admiration as she moves forward after 15 years 
of really outstanding service to the Library and to the Nation. 
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Among those who are here today that you will not have seen be- 
fore, I call attention to Roberta Shaffer, the new Law Librarian of 
the Library of Congress. And I will also mention two others who 
are not here but have provided exceptional service to the Library 
for 20 years and whom I just named yesterday to assume in June 
new responsibilities and membership on the Executive Committee: 
Robert Dizard, who will become Chief of Staff, and Lucy Suddreth, 
who has worked with our esteemed Chief Operating Officer but 
who will become the Chief of Support Operations. 

So we have a good team for the transition, but we are noting 
with sadness the departure of our esteemed colleague here. Dr. Jo 
Ann Jenkins. I call her doctor because she had some medical proce- 
dures with her eyes, but she came back to be here. 

Anyway, recognizing the difficult budget environment, we are 
presenting a relatively lean funding request, I think. We compute 
it as a 4.6 percent increase over fiscal year 2010; 58 percent of it 
is for mandatory pay raises for our excellent staff; 16 percent is for 
addressing urgent congressional needs in our CRS; and the smaller 
remaining requests are largely to strengthen staff management ca- 
pabilities and to support clear Library-wide priorities and ongoing, 
already existing activities. These latter requests are mostly for peo- 
ple urgently needed by an institution doing many times more work 
with 1,076 less employees than before we began our massive digital 
activities in 1992. 

Madam Chair, the Congress of the United States has been, quite 
simply, the greatest patron of a library in human history. It has 
created, and thanks to this committee and your leadership, sus- 
tained the largest and most inclusive and best preserved record in 
one place both of the world’s knowledge, in multiple languages and 
formats, and of America’s private-sector creativity. In many ways, 
the Library contains our Nation’s strategic information reserve, 
preserves the cultural patrimony of free and diverse people, and is 
something of a lighthouse to the world for our open society and 
knowledge-based democracy. 

We are now nearing completion of a focused effort that I initiated 
10 months ago collaboratively to address Library-wide management 
requirements. We will shortly have a mid-course revision of our 
strategic plan extending to 2016. Strengthening our governance 
and investment processes in information technology has been a 
high priority in this review in order to meet the objectives of the 
funding that you, the committee, have generously provided for us. 
Earlier this year, I also initiated an effort more fully to integrate 
the Library’s Web presence and activities into the central core of 
the Library’s work and management structure and across the en- 
tire Library. 

For the last 20 years, we have been superimposing in effect a 
new digital library on top of our traditional artifactual one. We 
have created a National Digital Library of 16 million additional 
original documents of American history, and, just a year ago today, 
unveiled in Paris, to what I am told is the largest international 
media audience ever seen at UNESCO headquarters, a World Dig- 
ital Library with UNESCO including some material from all 193 
U.N. countries, with clear, expert commentary in seven languages. 
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The Library of Congress now has enormous digital content hold- 
ings and works with 170 partner institutions in our congressionally 
mandated roles to develop a national program to archive important 
online materials. But in the past 10 years, global book publishing 
has also increased by 40 percent. Much of that increase is in the 
less developed part of the world that is emerging with many prob- 
lems and without nearly as much awareness in the outside world 
as is necessary. Digital information, of course, will never replace 
our heritage assets, the unique, original physical records that are 
often one-of-a-kind artifactual collections. 

FORT MEADE MODULE 5 

Our most critical material need and highest mission priority this 
year is for Fort Meade Module 5, as requested in the Architect of 
the Capitol’s fiscal year 2011 budget. We are already 8 years be- 
hind in the storage schedule for Fort Meade that we established 
with Congress in 1997. The already functioning modules are effi- 
ciently compacted. They are magnificently controlled for preserva- 
tion. And they have provided, so far, prompt, 100 percent delivery 
to our Capitol Hill reading rooms of all materials requested. This 
fifth module is essential if we are to sustain our core mission of 
preserving and making accessible the collections needed both for 
present and for future generations. 

The Library of Congress is the only institution in the world capa- 
ble of sustaining collections on the scale we do. Our key role for 
America in the information age could be compromised, perhaps 
irretrievably, if the original written and published materials in our 
collections, which often provide the only permanent and tamper- 
free records of human creativity, continue to be stored on the floor 
of existing buildings and effectively removed from either inventory 
or access. 

We do not keep everything, I will assure you, and we are cur- 
rently reexamining our acquisitions policy. Thanks to this commit- 
tee’s wonderful support, we already have not only some preserva- 
tion storage modules at Fort Meade but also in Culpeper, the 
world’s biggest and best facility for audio-visual conservation. But 
we must continue to grow and house our artifactual collections if 
they are to remain usable for Congress and the Nation, and we will 
continue to need space to store them. 

Madam Chair, members of the subcommittee, thank you, again, 
for your support for the Library and for your consideration of our 
fiscal year 2011 budget. I will be happy to answer any questions. 

[Dr. Billington’s and the Library’s other prepared statements fol- 
low:] 
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Statement of Dr. James H. Billington 
The Librarian of Congress 
Before the 

Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch 
Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Fiscal 201 1 Budget Request 
April 21, 2010 


Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholt, and Members of the Subcommittee: 

I am pleased to present the Library of Congress fiscal 201 1 budget request. 

Madam Chair, I am grateful to you and the subcommittee for your outstanding 
support for our fiscal 2010 request, which included a major investment in an initiative to 
renew and restore the Library’s technological infrastructure. Through the 2009-2010 
Management Agenda process, which 1 initiated last July, we are enhancing the 
governance and internal oversight of information technology investments to assure the 
most effective use of, and maximum accountability for, these funds. 

In recognition of the difficult budget environment, we are requesting a total fiscal 
2011 budget of $715. 5 million, a lean increase of $31.4 million or 4.6% over fiscal 2010. 
Fifty-eight percent of this request is for mandatory pay and price level increases. The 
largest program element in the modest requested increase for critical operations is the 
$4.9 million needed to address urgent Congressional needs in the Congressional Research 
Service budget. Our requested increase of 30 FTEs is necessitated by the greatly 
increased workload of the Library during the period from 1992 to 2010, in which an 
entire digital library has been added to the traditional library while the level of FTEs has 
fallen by 1,078 FTEs to 3,770. 

The details of the Library’s budget request are described in this statement. At the 
start, 1 want to address a subject of paramount importance: the Library’s collections. 

Our most critical need and highest priority this year is Ft. Meade Module 5 — for which 
funding is requested in the AOC’s fiscal 201 1 budget. 

The increased importance of this unique repository of human knowledge is solidly 
based on its history. Over two centuries, the Congress has built its Library into the 
largest and most diverse collection of human knowledge ever assembled by one 
institution. The Library also preserves the closest thing to a mint record of America’s 
creativity thanks largely to its exclusive status as the depository of copyrighted works. It 
annually collects significant world cultural and scholarly resources in more languages 
and formats than any library in the world. Sustaining Congress’s support for the mission 
of this unique American cultural institution is more important than ever before in this 
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“information age,” when our economy and leadership depend more and more on usable 
knowledge. 

When the original library, housed in the Capitol, was burned by British troops in 
1814, Thomas Jefferson within a month offered his personal library as a replacement. 

The Jeffersonian concept of universality argued that all subjects are important to the 
library of the American legislature, and this has guided the comprehensive collecting 
policies of the Library. 

The Library of Congress is the only institution in the world capable of sustaining 
collections on this scale. We cannot foresee all that will be important to those who come 
after us. But we have innumerable examples of how past items we saved have proven 
useful later in unforeseen ways. We are inspired as well as informed by preserving the 
thoughts, anxieties, achievements, and aspirations of past generations. If we collect less 
and the Library’s collections diminish, future generations will know that we deprived 
them of that open window into their past. 

I have been asked, "When is this going to stop?” If we want the Library of 
Congress to exist for future generations as it does for us today and has for generations 
past, it cannot, should not stop, Our request for Ft. Meade Storage Module 5 is not about 
another building. It is about preserving our collections and protecting the very essence of 
the Library of Congress. 

I can assure you that the Library of Congress does not keep everything. We have 
carefully thought-out acquisitions policies, developed and updated regularly by our 
curators and other experts. We continually work to improve our collections management, 
including inventory management, and with the Congress’s great support, we now have 
storage modules at Ft. Meade to secure and preserve our most valuable items. We will 
continue to do everything we can to be more efficient; but we will continue to need more 
space to store the Library’s growing collections, and we are heartened by having a 
100 percent retrieval rate from the Ft. Meade repositories to our reading rooms, 

I have also been asked why we need to sustain collections when so much content 
is available electronically. It is a myth that as digital content has exploded onto the 
scene, hard copy materials are significantly declining. In fact, in the past ten years alone, 
global book publishing has increased by 40 percent, and published books are increasing 
in number everywhere except (and for the first time this year) in the USA. The Library 
has enormous digital content holdings, but digital information will never replace our 
heritage assets, the physical record of knowledge and creativity represented in the 
collections And there is a need to keep hard copies of many materials in view of the 
risks of tampering and the impermanence of much digital material. 

The Library of Congress was established out of our forefathers’ conviction that 
knowledge is important to governance. Jefferson in essence established our collections 
policy. I believe that he would understand why we must continue to build the collections 
even though we face challenges in being able to store them, preserve them, and make 
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them accessible. For the past 210 years, the Congress has made it a priority, through 
good times and bad, to allocate resources to properly fund the Library of Congress - to 
meet its acquisition and related storage needs. As a result, people living today have 
access to an incredible record of knowledge and creativity. 

If we succeed in our mission, our descendents-25, 50, and 200 years from now- 
will be able to benefit from what we found important to acquire and preserve in 201 1 . 


Facing both relentless technological change and ever-increasing demands on the 
federal budget, the Library has to be both disciplined and creative to fulfill its historic 
mission of service to the Congress and to the American people. 

This budget request is informed by an ambitious 2009-2010 Management Agenda 
that 1 launched in July 2009 to ensure that the Library’s investment priorities are focused 
even as its programs reflect new ideas and solutions. We have instituted a Library- wide 
approach to updating the Library’s strategic plan and aggressively developed coordinated 
plans for information resource management, enterprise architecture, human capital 
management, facilities management, website content, the acquisition of electronic works 
through mandatory deposit, and the creation of a culture of innovation at the Library. 

The Management Agenda also addresses findings from a number of recent 
internal management-related studies, including a report from an internal Library 
Committee on Strategic Direction, an Inspector General report on information technology 
strategic planning, and a Library-wide employee survey. The agenda will help the 
Library's Executive Committee continue to strengthen Library decision making, 
allocation of resources, and accountability. 

Since its July launch, the Management Agenda has emphasized the development 
of results-oriented outcomes, broad involvement from all levels of Library staff and 
managers, and implementation of best practices in Library management structures and 
processes. 

For the Library’s fiscal 201 1 request, our principal requests for program increases 

are for: 


Broadening Research Capacity 
and Enhancing Data Management Technology 
to Better Serve Congress on Complex Emerging Policy Issues 

Broaden Research Capacity - $2.8 million 

The Congressional Research Service (CRS) requests funding and FTEs in fiscal 
201 1 to broaden its expertise and strengthen analytical capacity in the areas of science ' 
and technology, health care, financial economics and accounting, and social policy 
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related to employment, immigration, and the work force. This funding will enable CRS 
to enhance its unique multidisciplinary analysis on the range of complex policy issues 
before the Congress. The request is the first half of a two-year initiative to provide the 
additional analytical skills needed to fully support the expanding needs of the Congress in 
these areas. This additional analytictd capacity will also give CRS the long-term 
flexibility to adapt to rapidly changing issues and debates that wilt arise in these critical 
areas. 

Enhance Technology - $2.1 million 

CRS also requests funding to adapt and strengthen its information technology 
research architecture in order to meet growing congressional demands in almost every 
policy area for analysis requiring an increasing quantity of complex data. This funding 
will enable CRS to create and maintain a state-of-the-art information research 
architecture, establish a robust research data management (RDM) structure, and develop 
new mechanisms to deliver CRS products and services to its congressional clients. 

Assuring Access to the Collections Now and into the Future 

The Library’s fiscal 201 1 budget request includes modest support for key 
operational and technological improvements that directly affect the delivery of core 
mission services. The request will support our newly reorganized strategic planning 
efforts over the last several years to prioritize our needs and allocation of resources. 

Acquisitions and Bibliographic Access Directorate Space Reconfiguration - $1.05 
million 


The request includes support for a reconfiguration of space in the Aequisitions 
and Bibliographic Access Directorate (ABA) to realize efficiencies in acquiring and 
processing collections materials. This is a critical core function of the Library. 

Heretofore these processes have been based on a century-old library model. Work 
processes have been reengineered and streamlined, and now a space reconfiguration is 
needed to fully implement our new workflow model by creating appropriate processing 
areas, mail receiving areas, shelving, and secure housing areas. 

Collections Inventory Management - $1 million 

The requested increase in funding will also help to make inventory control an 
ongoing, core function. This funding will support the continuation of the baseline 
inventory initiative begun in 2002, as well as the inventory work related to the transfer of 
collections to Ft. Meade. The Library is working with leaders in the private sector to 
identify and incorporate best practices in inventory control. 
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Integrated Workflow and System Replacement - $1.35 million 

The Library also requests funding to take fiill advantage of technology by 
completing the analysis of Library Services’ systems and workflows begun in fiscal 
2009. This effort is developing a process management system to integrate current 
systems and databases, thereby streamlining Library-wide business functions. The 
Library’s renewed enterprise architecture program will guide the development of the 
system. This request also includes support for the replacement of an inadequate MS 
DOS-based order, distribution, and accounting software system used by the Library’s 
overseas offices. 

Elimination of Foreign Legal Gazette Backlog and Class K Conversion - $1.1 million 

Finally, to ensure that the law collection is both comprehensive and current, the 
Library requests funding for contractual services to eliminate a preservation backlog of 
foreign legal gazettes, as well as personnel resources to reclassify 610,000 volumes in the 
law collections. This reclassification will allow new legal specialists to search and 
retrieve all portions of the collections, as staff members most familiar with the older 
classification system retire. 


Investing in Human Capital 

Supervisor Development - $1.05 million 

In alignment with the Management Agenda’s focus on human capital 
management, the Library requests an investment in developing supervisors and staff, as 
well as funding for a Library-wide student loan program to support recruitment and 
retention of the next generation of Library employees. The request for funding for 
supervisory development flows in part from a Library-wide employee survey, which 
revealed the need for enhanced superv isory and leadership skills to develop new and 
existing supervisors with the skills to hire and cultivate a diverse and effective workforce. 

Staff Development - $1.6 million 

The Library requests funding to invest in staff development to address critical 
training gaps, and to develop and sustain a culture of irmovation. Funding for the 
Library-wide student loan program modeled on the programs of the Congress and the 
Executive Branch will give the Library the retention and recruitment tool that it needs. 

Ensuring Effective and Efficient Maintenance and Operation of the 
Library’s Public Spaces and Facilities 

Public Space Maintenance and Operations — $1.5 million 

The Library’s request includes funding to support Library-wide and public space 
facility needs. The expanding workload associated with the greatly increased number of 
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visitors, aging historic buildings, complex regjilatory requirements, and broad new 
energy conservation initiatives cannot be accomplished with currently available 
resources. In fiscal 201 1, the Library requests support to address flooring issues in public 
spaces, including carpeting that has long ago exceeded its normal replacement cycle; to 
implement greening and energy conservation initiatives; to eliminate an Office of 
Compliance-reported workstation safety hazard; to modernize food service areas; and to 
expand the use of contract professional design and engineering services as recommended 
by the Office of the Inspector General. 

Furniture Inventory Management - $391 thousand 

In addition, the request includes funding to implement an ongoing contract for an 
automated furniture inventory and recycling system for furniture reuse. This funding will 
support the Library’s highly successful furniture inventory and reuse pilot project, which 
since 2006 has effectively reused 13,196 pieces of furniture to achieve a three-year 
savings/cost avoidance roughly ten times the annual cost of a furniture inventory 
management contract. This requested funding will also support a small stock of high 
demand, frequently needed items for rapid provision to offices that are experiencing 
losses of productivity because of the long lead time required for procurement processing. 

Acquiring In-House IT Capability in the Electronic Copyright Office (eCO) 
and Licensing/Royalty Distribution Systems 

Copyright Technology Office IT Support - $475 thousand 

In response to an increase in responsibilities related to system infrastructure and 
development support for the electronic Copyright Office (eCO) system on which the 
great majority of Copyright Office activities are processed, the Copyright Office requests 
funding to acquire in-house IT expertise for the system. This funding will provide highly 
skilled and experienced IT professionals to support the eCO system so that the Copyright 
Office will rely less on contract support for day-to-day maintenance and operations. 

This funding will also result in more detailed and efficient system implementation and 
testing. 

Licensing Reengineering Project - $790 thousand 

The Copyright Office also requests funding for contractor support to complete the 
implementation of the Licensing Division reengineering effort to automate the royalty 
calculations process. Reengineering Licensing’s processes and automating the 
calculations process will improve productivity and strengthen responsiveness to both 
copyright claimants and users of the public licenses. In addition, the Copyright Office 
requests funding for IT staffing to support the reengineered licensing/royalty distribution 
system. 


The committee last year appropriately expressed concern about the number of 
copyright registration applications waiting processing. Through internal efforts in the 
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Copyright Office and a recent program which I initiated to temporarily assign 50 other 
Library personnel to the Office, we have made a significant reduction - close to 70,000 
claims ~ in that backlog. Both the Register and I will continue to give this effort a high 
priority. 


In summary, senior management’s extensive recent efforts to renew and improve 
governance processes and accountability across the Library account for our fiscal 2011 
funding request to support these critical operational requirements and immediate 
congressional needs. 

Madam Chair and members of the committee, thank you again for your support 
and your consideration of our fiscal 201 1 budget. 
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Statement of Marybeth Peters 
Register of Copyrights 
Subcommittee on Legislative Branch 
Committee on Appropriations 
United States House of Representatives 
Fiscal 201 1 Budget Request 
April 21, 2010 


Madam Chair, Mr, Aderholt, and other Members of the Subcommittee: 

Thank you for the opportunity to present the Copyright Office’s fiscal 201 1 
budget request. Today I will discuss my fiscal 2011 budget request for additional funds 
and FTEs to support the electronic Copyright Office system and for offsetting authority 
and FTEs to complete and maintain the Licensing Division Reengineering effort, I will 
also highlight some of the Office’s accomplishments and challenges of fiscal 2009 and 
2010 , 

Support of the United States Copyright System 

The Copyright Office administers the U.S, copyright law, under which owners of 
creative works register claims to protect their copyrights, cable and satellite companies 
and other users of statutory licenses pay royalties related to their statutory licenses, and 
publishers and other distributors of works published in the United States deposit copies of 
copyrightable works for possible addition to the Library’s collections. Congress enacted 
the first copyright law in May 1 790; in 1 870, it centralized the administration of the 
federal copyright law in the Library of Congress. The Copyright Office typically 
handles more than 500,000 copyright claims each year, representing well over one 
million works, and transfers copies of selected copyrighted works to the Library’s 
collections. In fiscal 2009, the Office received 532,370 claims to copyright and registered 
382,086 claims. It transferred to the Library over 739,000 copies, valued at over $32.2 
million. The Office as a whole answered almost 360,000 non-fee information and 
reference inquiries and served a substantial number of visitors to the Public Information 
Office and the Copyright Public Records Reading Room, 

The Licensing Division of the Copyright Office receives royalty fee payments 
related to licenses that deal with secondary transmissions of radio and television 
programs by cable television systems; secondary transmissions of superstations and 
network stations by satellite carriers; and the importation, manufacture, and distribution 
of digital audio recording devices and media In fiscal 2009, the Licensing Division 
collected more than $262 million in royalties from cable and satellite companies subject 
to statutory licenses, accrued more than $10.5 million in interest on royalties for the 
copyright owners, and distributed close to $273 million to copyright owners. The Office 
moved forward with reengineering the Licensing Division and building an electronic 
filing system. 
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Highlights of Copyright Office Accomplishments and Challenges 

Addressing the Copyright Office Backlog 

As discussed in its December 31, 2009 report to you, the Copyright Office has 
been focusing on reducing the outstanding backlog of applications for copyright 
registrations. As highlighted in the report, the Copyright Office’s backlog reduction 
efforts are in three key areas: additional staff; improved technology; and increased 
eService usage. We added over thirty Registration Specialists: seventeen in spring 2009 
and sixteen in January 2010. Those hired in 2009 are now fully productive; the class of 
2010 is in training and currently productive in several categories of works. We improved 
the technology, supporting the processing of serial publications in the fall of 2009, 
through a combination of new hardware installation and new software. Finally, eService, 
the online copyright claims submission system, is now the predominant new claims filing 
method, accounting for over 70% of our weekly filings. 

In addition, between January and March 2010, the Librarian of Congress provided 
short term resources to assist in reducing our claims backlog. Fifty-one Library 
technicians were assigned to this effort, focusing on clearing over 43,000 serials 
(approximately 10% of our processable claims backlog); many television programs and 
audio books and more than 10,000 pre-screened performing arts/ sound recording claims. 
This allowed the registration specialists to focus on the substantive issues involved in 
examining copyright claims. Through the combined efforts of the Copyright Office and 
Library detailed staff, and despite weather-related closings, we achieved our goal of 
reducing the backlog by 100,000 claims. The Copyright Office is grateful to the 
Librarian and the Library as a whole in supporting our efforts to resolve the backlog 
issues. 

Operations Activities 

The Copyright Office implemented its business process reengineering project at 
the end of fiscal 2007 and released eService, the electronic Copyright Office (eCO) 
online registration system, in July 2008. eService filings quickly displaced the use of 
paper applications, constituting 54 percent of all claims received for fiscal 2009 and 72 
percent for the first quarter of fiscal 2010. 

In addition to the backlog reduction work previously discussion, the Copyright 
Office focused on: long-term strategic improvements to the eCO system; modified its fee 
schedule; completed preparations for the Copyright Records Digitization Project; and as 
part of our succession planning effort, established a new leadership training program. 

In the Summer of 2009, the Office awarded a the contract for major eCO software 
upgrade that will improve eService user processing, improve Copyright Office 
throughput time, and in a later version, provide automated statistics to support internal 
management. 
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Processes 

Through a continuous improvement initiative, the Copyright Office further 
refined its reengineered processes. For instance. Registration Specialists proposed two 
changes adopted by the Copyright Office; one resulted in decreasing the time required for 
the copyright deposit dispatch process; the other led to improved inter-divisional 
communications, resulting in faster problem resolution, We also examined our mail 
operation and throughput times in our Receipt, Analysis and Control Division which 
resulted in improvements in data entry and processing of correspondence. We expect to 
continue our improvement efforts by identifying additional areas where efficiencies can 
be achieved. 

In August 2009, the Copyright Office adjusted its fee schedule to reflect post- 
reengineering operational changes. Fees associated with filing copyright claims were 
adjusted to reflect processing costs, with eService filings remaining at $35, and paper 
claims increasing to $65: a reflection of the increase in the cost of processing paper 
claims. eService claims are less costly: they do not require data entry and they require 
fewer quality controls. Other fee services, such as research or certified copies of deposits, 
were also adjusted to more closely reflect the actual costs of the service. 

Organization 

As previously mentioned, during fiscal 2009, the Office hired 1 7 registration 
specialists. The new hires were immersed in an accelerated training program combining 
classroom instruction with actual claims processing in the production environment. As of 
this month, 16 registration specialists achieved independence in claims processing, A 
second class of 16 registration specialists was hired in January 2010 and is currently 
engaged in an accelerated training program. The addition of 32 new registration 
specialists will significantly increase our production capacity. Recruitment for both 
groups was extensive, with a special effort made to attract underrepresented populations 
into our workforce. The interest level was overwhelming, allowing us to select a high 
caliber of new Registration Specialists. 

In mid-2008, the Cop>'Tight Office realized the need for a good succession 
planning program and a corresponding need to implement a leadership training program. 
In the spring 2009, we launched the Aspiring Leaders Program with an inaugural class of 
twelve participants. This is a competitive program in which candidates from the across 
the Copyright Office were selected to participate in a series of education programs 
focusing on leadership, communications, decision making, and strategic thinking. 
Participants also had detail opportunities to other federal agencies including the National 
Archives, Smithsonian Institution, and offices throughout the Library of Congress. Our 
goal is to offer this program to other Copyright Office staff on an annual or bi-annual 
basis. 
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Information Technology 

In fiscal 2009, the Copyright Office continued to make significant improvements 
to the eCO system through periodic software development releases and hardware 
installations. The cumulative effects of these actions are better system performance, 
stability and enhanced functionality for both Office staff and online filers. This included 
expanding the eService capacity to accommodate up to 500 concurrent users and ensuring 
its stability through an automatic backup system that will operate if the primary system 
fails. Also, in November 2009 the Library of Congress Information Technology Service 
installed a new computer hardware suite that resolved recurring system throughput issues, 
improving the accessibility of eCO information by the Copyright Office staff 

System improvements are continuing through fiscal 2010 as the Office is engaged 
in a major eCO upgrade designed to improve eService customer experience, improve 
Copyright Office throughput time, and in future versions, the automated capability to 
provide automated statistical software. The project includes an upgrade to the newest 
version of the software application that drives eCO and the installation of new network 
hardware. The initial implementation, scheduled for June 2010, will be followed by 
subsequent releases introducing new system functionality based on feedback elicited 
from internal and external users. Expected improvements in eCO system performance 
and functionality will ultimately result in increased production and decreased registration 
processing times. 

For fiscal 2011, the Office seeks approval to hire three new highly skilled IT 
specialists to provide expertise in the areas of project management, business analysis, 
requirements definition, and system testing. Providing for more in-house IT support will 
result in direct and indirect cost savings by reducing reliance on contractors for ongoing 
maintenance and operations, enhancing our ability to undertake critical projects, 
improving project and resource management, and improving testing methods. 

Copyright Records Digitization Project 

We made significant progress on our Copyright Records Digitization Process 
during fiscal 2009 and early 2010. Based on an extensive analysis of our existing 
records, we determined that, since 1870, the year the registration function was moved to 
the Library thereby consolidating the copyright functions in the Library of Congress, 34 
distinct processes have been employed to capture and preserve copyright data. Each 
process, from the large books signed by the A. R. Spofford, the Librarian of Congress in 
1870, through the handwritten and typed card catalogue, and even a citizenship 
certification signed on a playing card, required testing to ensure the best possible image 
could be captured and stored for preservation and public use. 
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Based on the analysis, the Copyright Office will undertake the following steps to 
complete the digitization task and allow full public access to the country’s copyright 
records: 


• Complete imaging the Catalog of Copyright Entries (660 volumes). This is a six 
month process and should be completed by the fall 2010; 

• Complete imaging of 2.5 million assignment cards by fall 2010; 

• Begin imaging the 49 million card catalogue by catalog series, beginning with the 
most recent (1977) data and working backward; 

• Begin metadata creation for imaged records to ensure public searchability. This is 
a manual process and must be done for each image; and, 

• Begin the cross referencing between and integration of imaged records. 

1 look forw'ard to sharing our progress on this project at future hearings. 

Licensing Division Reengineering 


In fiscal 2009, the Licensing Division resumed its reengineering efforts, 
reviewing its current administrative practices and underlying technology, performing a 
needs analysis for future operations, and beginning to design its re-engineered systems. 
This included developing an operational baseline, consulting with external stakeholders 
and preparing the organization for the change process inherent in reengineering. The 
goals of this reengineering effort are to; decrease processing times for statements of 
account by 30 percent or more; implement an online filing process; and to improve public 
access to Office records. In fiscal 2010 the Congress authorized the Licensing Division to 
use S 1.1 million from the royalty pools to cover the reengineering costs and associated 
supporting software. Earlier this month the Office released a Request for Proposal to 
support this effort. As part of our fiscal 201 1 budget request, we requested an additional 
one time authorization of 5500,000 to cover any unforeseen reengineering expenses. As 
always, any funds not expended will be returned to the royalty pools. We are also asking 
for authorization of 2 FTEs and $285,000 to cover ongoing system costs and maintenance 
for the new information technology system. 

Legal and Policy Activities (Domestic and International) 

The Office worked closely with House and Senate Judiciary and Commerce 
Committee staffs as well as stakeholders on the reauthorization of Section 1 19 of the 
Copyright Act, a statutory license available to satellite serv'ices for the carriage of certain- 
over-the- air television signals, which was to expire on December 31, 2009. In 2008 the 
Office submitted its report to Congress on updating this license as well as two other 
statutory licenses; this report served as the beginning point of this past year’s legislative 
activities. On February 25, 2009, 1 testified before the House Judiciary Committee on the 
issue of the continuing viability of the cable and satellite statutory licensing structures 
and their relevancy in today’s ever-evolving digital marketplace. During the year much 
discussion ensued, and bills H.R. 3570 and S. 1670, were introduced. However, work on 
this legislation was not completed, and at the end of last year Congress reauthorized the 
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section 1 19 statutory license until February 28, 2010, and subsequently reauthorized 
another extension until March 28, 2010. 

The Office spent significant time during the year evaluating the legal and business 
implications of the ongoing Google Book Settlement litigation. I testified on September 
10, 2009, at the House Judiciary Committee's hearing on “Competition and Commerce in 
Digital Books: The Proposed Google Book Settlement.” Specifically 1 addressed the 
impact of the Google Book Settlement on copyright law and expressed my concern that 
the settlement would: create a private compulsory license through the judiciary rather 
than as an act of Congress; compromise the legal rights of authors, publishers and other 
persons who own out-of-print books; and subject the United States to diplomatic stress 
because of the effect the settlement would have on the exclusive rights of foreign authors 
and their governments’ digitization projects. The Office assisted the Justice Department 
in preparing its Statement of Interest filed September 18, 2009 for the October fairness 
hearing. That hearing was postponed when the parties announced that they were 
amending the settlement agreement to address concerns that had been raised by a wide 
range of parties. An amended settlement agreement was filed with the court in early 
November and the fairness hearing was rescheduled for Febniary 18, 2010. The Office 
once again assisted the Department of Justice with its second Statement of Interest, filed 
February 4, 2010. Both statements expressed concerns about the effect of the settlement 
on copyright law and policy and on competition. 

As in previous years, the Office assisted the Justice Department in a number of 
court cases, including the preparation of amicus briefs filed with the Supreme Court 
concerning the interpretation of various provisions of the Copyright Act and filings in 
other cases involving constitutional challenges to the copyright law, 

Additionally, the Omnibus Appropriations Act of 2009 mandated that the 
Copyright Office prepare a report for Congress on the copyright treatment of pre-1972 
sound recordings; this report is due in March 2011. Specifically, the Office has been 
directed to study the desirability of, and means for, bringing sound recordings fixed 
before February 15, 1972 under federal jurisdiction. Sound recordings fixed before 
February 15, 1972 are governed by state law which in many cases is not well defined. 

The federal copyright law allow's states to protect these pre-1972 sound recordings until 
February 15, 2067, Work on this complicated issue is underway, and we expect to meet 
our deadline. 

On the policy front, office attorneys spent considerable time in 2009 examining 
the ways in which the United States provides copyrighted works in accessible formats to 
the blind, visually impaired and print-disabled. The Office led an extensive consultation 
process regarding the operation of the U.S. exception, 17U.S.C. § 1 2 1 , generally referred 
to as the “Chafee Amendment,” The Copyright Office website contains the record of this 
public process. The Office also conducted a day-long public meeting to explore the 
topics raised in the comments it received. These included: the operation of the Chafee 
Amendment for the general reading public as well as for students at the K- 12 and college 
levels; the cross-border movement of accessible works for the blind and visually 
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impaired; the role of technology; the role of trusted intermediaries; and existing systems 
for providing accessible versions of copyrighted works to the blind. The Office has 
worked diligently with other U.S. Government agencies in preparing for and attending 
meetings of the World Intellectual Property Organization’s (WIPO) Standing Committee 
on Copyright, which has this issue on its agenda. The Office is currently working with 
the Library’s National Library Service for the Blind, as well as with advocates for the 
blind and other stakeholders to explore ways to improve standards, resources and 
responsible cross border movement of works in accessible formats. Finally, during the 
week of March 8‘\ the Office and the WIPO sponsored an international training program 
at the Library of Congress. The program focused on exceptions for the blind in the U.S. 
and other countries and consideration of a series of timely questions about resources, 
technical standards and market solutions designed to improve accessibility in the digital 
world, an area in which the United States has long been a leader. Attending were 
representatives of developing countries and countries in transition as well as experts from 
various parts of the world. Speakers included government and private sector experts from 
the U.S. and other countries. Staff from the Judiciary Committees of the House and 
Senate spoke on “Copyright Policy on Capitol Hill.” 

Additionally, the Copyright Office assisted federal government agencies with 
many multilateral, regional and bilateral negotiations and served on many U.S. 
delegations, including negotiations regarding a proposed Anti-Counterfeiting Trade 
Agreement and negotiations and meetings relating to the implementation of intellectual 
property provisions of existing Free Trade Agreements and Trade Promotion 
Agreements. The Copyright Office also participated as part of the U.S. delegation at 
various meetings of the WIPO. 

Conclusion 


Madam Chair, I ask you to support the Office’s fiscal 201 1 budget request for two 
FTEs and additional offsetting authority to complete and maintain the Licensing Division 
Reengineering efforts and additional FTEs to provide long-term support for eCO, our 
information technology system. 

I also want to thank you for your past support of the Copyright Office 
reengineering efforts and its budget requests. 
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Statement of Daniel P. Mulhollan 
Director, Congressional Research Service 
before the 

Subcommittee on the Legislative Branch 
Committee on Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Fiscal 2011 Budget Request 
April 21, 2010 


Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholdt, and Members of the Subcommittee: 

Thank you for the opportunity to present the fiscal year 201 1 budget request for 
the Congressional Research Service (CRS). 1 would also like to describe how we align 
our work with that of the Congress to serve you most effectively and steps we are taking 
to ensure continued success in that mission. 

Alignment of CRS Work with the Congress 

CRS works closely with the Congress on a daily basis and has maintained this 
working relationship since its inception. Members know they can count on CRS to be 
nonpartisan, objective, authoritative, and confidential. Experts at the Service align their 
work with the congressional agenda from the moment a new issue arises and continue to 
meet the needs of lawmakers throughout all stages of the legislative process and across 
the full range of active public policy issues. CRS analysts examine the nature and extent 
of problems facing the Congress, identify and assess policy options, assist with hearings 
on policy proposals and on implementation of existing policies, and support 
congressional review of nominations and treaties. 

Highlights of the past fiscal year illustrate the breadth and depth of services that 
meet continuing congressional needs for legislative assistance. 

As the financial crisis peaked and the U.S. economy continued to stall, CRS 
experts focused on options for economic stimulus under consideration by Congress: 
understanding the effectiveness of federal spending increases, income tax cuts, and the 
application of monetary policy. During formulation, deliberation, and implementation 
phases of the stimulus bill, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, 
analysts assessed how the provisions could provide stimulus, in what ways they could be 
utilized, and by whom. They addressed debt and deficit issues and measures of economic 
recovery. As Congress debated measures to address weaknesses of the financial system, 
CRS supported congressional efforts to reform key elements of consumer finance, 
including credit card markets, mortgage finance, and predatory lending. Experts studied 
and reported on systemic risk, resolution of problems of banks deemed “too big to fail,” 
mark-to-market accounting, and credit rating agencies. When the effects of the financial 
downturn began to be felt in other parts of the world, CRS analyzed the impact of the 
crisis on the European Union, China, Canada, Latin America, and Russia. 
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The health care debate also saw CRS heavily involved in analyzing the various 
proposals and consulting with Member, committee, and leadership offices, CRS formed 
a health team with participants from several CRS divisions marshaled to provide a 
multidisciplinary perspective on this highly complex issue. Our congressional 
procedures experts also responded to many complicated procedural questions that arose 
during consideration of legislative proposals. This issue remains a continuing focus of 
CRS work. 

Other congressional concerns required impartial CRS policy analysis, such as the 
influence of Iran’s policies on the security of the Middle East region, Afghanistan 
stabilization, and the handover of major security missions to Iraqi forces; unemployment 
compensation, job creation, and training needs resulting from the severity of the 
recession; food and drug safety; and responses to the potential public health threat of an 
HlNl influenza pandemic. Additional examples of support include analysis of 
environmental and climate change concerns, U.S. energy security and independence; the 
crisis in the automobile industry and subsequent bankruptcies of large automobile 
companies and suppliers, the U.S. missile defense program and its technical capabilities, 
national security issues and military law regarding wartime detainees, the increase of 
drug trafficking violence at the U.S. -Mexican border, and analysis of court of appeals 
decisions of Judge Sotomayor during Senate consideration of her nomination to the 
Supreme Court. 

CRS management consults with congressional leadership regularly to ensure that 
the Service’s research agenda is aligned with lawmakers’ needs. To confirm that CRS 
remains aligned with the Congress and supportive of its legislative needs, we appreciate 
the Committee’s interest in engaging outside expert assistance to inform and reinforce 
our efforts to align our work with the congressional agenda. We recently entered into a 
contract with LMI, a not-for-profit strategic consulting firm, to independently evaluate 
CRS’s current staffing models and procedures to determine how effectively we are 
meeting our statutory mandate. LMI will conduct Member and staff surveys and 
interviews, report on best practices for research organizations geared to ensuring 
responsiveness to client needs, and assess communication channels, including a Member 
Advisory Committee, that would ensure that CRS remains aligned with the work of the 
Congress and the needs of its clients. LMI will also conduct meetings with CRS staff. 

We expect their final report in August, 

On January 15, 2010, CRS implemented telework for its non-bargaining unit staff, 
following the direction of the Subcommittee that CRS have in place by January a 
telework policy modeled on that of the Library. 1 was unable to implement 
simultaneously the program for bargaining unit staff because of my obligations under the 
Federal Service Labor Management Relations Statute, which prohibited the unilateral 
implementation of a telework program before the completion of negotiations with CREA, 
the certified bargaining representative. Bargaining began in October 2009, and with the 
help of a mediator from the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service, formal 
agreement was reached with CREA on March 26, 2010. We will modify the telework 
agreement for non-bargaining unit staff so that it conforms to the agreement reached with 
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CREA. CRS has invested significant resources to set up a robust infrastnicture to support 
those who seek the telework option, 1 believe that the telework policy implemented for 
CRS staff provides the benefits to employees of an additional alternative work 
arrangement, At the same time the policy preserves the ability of CRS to be there when 
Congress needs us and to remain fully aligned with the legislative agenda and your work 
patterns. 


CRS as Shared Staff 

We understand the difficult budget outlook, and CRS is prepared to play its part 
in arriving at a responsible budget for the next fiscal year that achieves critical agency 
objectives within a constrained funding environment. Congress faces enonnous 
challenges in fashioning policy on high-profile issues such as health, immigration, the 
aging population, the conduct of two wars, burgeoning technological advancement, and 
financial restructuring. In CRS, Congress has at its disposal adjunct staff that can be 
shared with all Members and committees. This means that Member and committee 
offices need not hire the specialized expertise that CRS is able to retain and make 
available to all congressional offices and committees as shared staff In difficult budget 
times, CRS offers a model that achieves economies and savings and at the same time 
affords the Congress the expertise and resources it needs to legislate wisely and in an 
informed manner with respect to the complex issues that confront it and the country. 

In that regard, before explaining our budget request, I want to briefly discuss a 
matter that relates to this model that Congress intended for CRS and the constitutional 
status of CRS and the Library of Congress. As the Library has already informed you, 
last month the federal district court in Live365, Inc. v. Copyright Royalty Board, 
preliminarily rejected a challenge to the Librarian’s authority to appoint Copyright 
Royalty Judges ruling that it was likely that the Library would prevail on its argument 
that the Librarian of Congress is the head of a department who may appoint such officers 
under Article II of the Constitution. The court relied in part on an earlier 1978 case - 
Eltra Corp. v. Ringer - which upheld the Librarian’s power to appoint the Register of 
Copyrights. The judge noted the Eltra court’s findings that the Library was a hybrid 
agency with both executive functions (e.g, the Copyright Office’s registration function) 
and legislative functions (e.g., CRS). 

I feel that the hybrid formulation captures the original intent of Congress in 
placing CRS within the Library. Congress extensively debated the relationship between 
CRS and the Library prior to the creation of the modem CRS in the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1970. At the time, it was thought that “the Library serves as a 
useful mantle for protecting the Service from partisan pressures. Furthermore, the 
effectiveness of the CRS will be enhanced by its continued instant access to the Library's 
collections and administrative support serv'ices.” I believe that that rationale is still 
valid today and that the model that the Congress devised back in 1970 works. While 
CRS remains open to any change the Congress deems advisable, the overall relationship 
whereby Congress’ policy research and analysis support arm is housed within the Library 
of Congress is a valuable one worth preserving. 
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Fiscal Year 2011 Budget Request 

The CRS budget request for fiscal year 2011 is $1 19,919,000, with almost 90 
percent devoted to pay and benefits for our staff. This request includes funding for 
mandatory pay increases and price-level increases due to inflation, added staff with 
specialized technical skills and policy expertise, and an upgraded information 
architecture supporting ready access to the many and varied data sets required for 
research. CRS continues to operate at its lowest staff level in more than three decades, 
and the small percentage of non-pay expenditures is limited to basic operational needs. 
Therefore it is necessary to request additional funding when investments arc needed to 
expand or upgrade the capabilities of the Service to meet the growing policy demands 
placed upon Congress. 

An internal review of our capabilities to analyze the evolving and increasingly 
complex challenges facing the Congress identified gaps in the specialized skills needed 
for comprehensive multidisciplinary analyses and assessments. This budget request 
includes $2.8 million for 17 of the 34 FTEs needed to rectify these concerns. Thirteen of 
these 34 positions would enlrance scientific and technical capabilities in areas such as 
energy, climate change, information technology, military weapons, and security and 
provide additional expertise in disciplines such as physics, engineering, and biology. 
Eight positions would provide new skills in analyzing the health care industry, health 
informatics, and veterans’ health. Another eight positions would focus on financial 
regulatory and oversight issues with expertise in financial accounting and auditing, 
consumer financial protection, credit markets, and financial derivatives. The remaining 
five positions would be skilled in labor economics, demography, tax policy, and statistics 
to support the analyses of issues pertaining to employment, immigration, workforce, and 
economic well-being. This two-year targeted increase in staff would require that CRS 
return to a FTE total that is only four over the level authorized in fiscal year 2007. These 
experts would have a direct impact on providing all relevant information and analysis 
needed for informed decisions. 

The budget request also includes $2. 1 million to address our need to manage in a 
more sophisticated way the rapidly growing data necessary for authoritative analysis. 

We must invest in tools and services to establish an architecture that accommodates 
changes in technology. With this funding, CRS would create ser\'ice-wide frameworks 
for data sets that would allow for efficient access to reliable data and full utilization of its 
contents. This investment w'ould also allow us to employ modem content delivery 
capabilities, including interactive maps, data set mining, personalization features such as 
content tagging, and enhanced access to CRS products from mobile devices. Delays in 
this investment would cause a decline in efficiency and effectiveness as problems would 
increase due to technological obsolescence. 
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Conclusion 

This budget request identifies the resources needed for the talented and dedicated 
staff of CRS to provide the full scope of information and analysis that is relevant to the 
work of Congress. The plans for this spending were scrutinized to ensure the returns 
justified the investment in this period of difficult economic conditions. My colleagues 
and I have and will continue to examine every activity and program for efficiencies and 
reduce or eliminate costs where possible while fulfilling our mission, We are proud of 
our unique role in providing comprehensive, non-partisan, confidential, authoritative, and 
objective analysis to the Congress, and we thank you for your support. 

Thank you. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Dr. Billington. 

CRS REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL STAFF 

I have a series of questions. The first one is related to CRS’s 
budget request. They are asking for an additional 17 FTEs this 
year; 17 FTEs for next year as well. Certainly, we all could be more 
efficient and productive if we had more staff. I know I would love 
to have some more staff. I know my staff would love to have more 
staff. But this is a difficult fiscal environment. 

Do you have Member requests, does the CRS have Member re- 
quests that go unanswered? Under the current staffing model, 
what are they not able to do that these 17 FTEs will allow them 
to do? And was there a survey done in the issue areas, in the sub- 
ject matter areas, that you have requested the increased staffing, 
because the increased staffing was asked for in science and tech- 
nology; health; financial, economics and accounting; and labor and 
immigration? Who decided those were the areas that were nec- 
essary? 

Dr. Billington. Let me briefly answer, then perhaps Director 
Dan Mulhollan of CRS can answer in more detail. Fundamentally, 
this is our response, the Library’s and CRS’s in particular, to your 
requests. By “you” I mean the plural of Con^ess’s requests, which 
come in daily and are evaluated on a running basis by the staff. 
So it is our response to what is most requested and for which we 
most need added help. The only other thing I would point out is 
that in this staff decline of more than a thousand that has oc- 
curred, there has been an enormous increase in requests from Con- 
gress. Half of this request is for upgrading the digital, essentially 
the delivery of information, and the other half is for personnel. 
CRS, next to Library Services, has accepted a fairly sharp decline 
in personnel while at the same time seeing an increase in Congres- 
sional requests, particularly in science and technology and things 
that require large statistical analysis and projections, and the inte- 
gration of that kind of material with the broader cultural and his- 
torical material that lies at the background. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Was there any outreach to Members 
of Congress, specifically, to ask them about, for input on what 
areas were lacking? 

Dr. Billington. Yes. I think maybe if Mr. Mulhollan will step 
forward. 

Mr. Mulhollan. The answer is yes and yes. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Can you state your name for the 
record? 

Mr. Mulhollan. Dan Mulhollan, Director of CRS. 

First, to your point, you are exactly right: What do we need now 
and in the immediate future? That is what we are asking for. We 
have not asked for positions for the last several fiscal years, so we 
established a group of our mid-level managers to recommend, in 
consultation with staff, the appropriate staffing not just in the next 
fiscal year but also the years to come. 

We considered the kind of questions we have received across a 
large number of areas, from security to energy to health. 

In health care reform and financial reform haven’t had a 2-day 
weekend for a year. Much of the major health care reform imple- 
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mentation will not be effective until 2014 but a lot of complex ques- 
tions are being raised, and regulations will have to be developed. 
Financial reform support calls for sophisticated accounting capac- 
ity. We are asking for expertise in disciplines that we do not have 
now but that we have determined we will need in the future, as 
well as expertise in certain areas, such as energy and information 
security, that we will need for the future. 

We have done this knowing full well the seriousness of the fiscal 
situation. But I believe the seriousness of the questions Congress 
faces, we can help. And your point with regard to staff of each 
Member, we, as shared staff, are cost-effective: we serve both ma- 
jority and minority; we serve every committee and every Member. 
For example, a physicist in CRS can help the House Science Com- 
mittee as well as Energy and Commerce. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. My time is just about to expire, and 
I know Mr. LaTourette will ask you about the survey. So I won’t 
steal his thunder. 

Mr. Aderholt. 

IMPACT OF DIGITAL TECHNOLOGY ON LIBRARY MISSION 

Mr. Aderholt. One thing that I did want to ask about was the 
digital technology and the growth of digital technology and digital 
content and how that has really changed the mission of the Library 
and how that has made some direct impact on the way the Library 
of Congress has operated today as opposed to the way it operated 
say 50 years ago. So could you talk a little bit about that? 

Dr. Billington. Yes, gladly. The advent of the real digital revo- 
lution in the generation and communication and storage of knowl- 
edge has added a new dimension, but it has not changed the funda- 
mental nature of the mission of the Library of Congress. The lead- 
ership role that we have exercised in the government, in getting 
out in front incorporating the virtual and digital world into the in- 
formation storage and the sharing of Library of Congress materials 
with the general public and with Congress has strengthened our 
performance of the mission without basically changing it. 

The essential mission is to acquire, preserve, and make acces- 
sible the world’s knowledge and America’s creativity. Now what 
that means, so much of it is now digital, that it supplements but 
does not supplant the traditional artifactual culture. 

We had another revolution really in the 20th century, the audio- 
visual. We incorporated that. The early records of the Library of 
Congress were almost entirely written and published material, 
verbal material. We added the audio-visual dimension in the early 
and mid-20th century. At the end of the 20th century, beginning 
of the 21st, we are adding the digital dimension. But it is still, ba- 
sically, a form of knowledge and so forth. And it is very subject to 
tampering and change in the way that the artifactual items are 
not. So preserving the original artifactual items is extremely impor- 
tant, even as we move into the digital world. 

The congressionally created National Digital Information Infra- 
structure and Preservation Program, which we are mandated to co- 
ordinate, now has 170 partners. We have an enormous storage of 
born-digital material. That is material that is only available in dig- 
ital format. We have, as I say, 170 partners in 44 States that are 
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cooperating with us in storing this material. We are even adding 
some of the new media material beyond the traditional Internet. 

DIGITAL CONTENT SUPPLEMENTS ARTIFACTUAL COLLECTIONS 

But that is America, as a country, which in terms of its compila- 
tion and in terms of the ideas, it adds without subtracting. That 
is very unique in world history. It adds without subtracting. We 
supplement rather than supplant. And that is true of the history 
of technology, generally, in all kinds of revolutions. When movies 
came in, people said nobody would be interested in plays. When tel- 
evision came in, they said nobody would be interested in radio. You 
add without subtracting. There are still plays that have found new 
dimensions and radios have new kinds of audiences for people in 
traffic jams who have the radio on. So that is the distinctive thing 
about America, that we are a place that adds without subtracting. 

My predecessor had a wonderful phrase, the great American his- 
torian, Daniel Boorstin. He said, you can get all the information 
you want — or he foresaw this as happening — from a computer, but 
only from the older book culture will you be able to frame the 
unimagined question and accept the unwelcoming answer. That is 
almost a definition of a dynamic, self-improving, constantly devel- 
oping society. 

In incorporating that, now what we have done is brought forth 
old materials that have been half forgotten. We call them the 
American Memory, where we put these 60 million things, because 
the news media talk a lot about memory of the machines. But we 
are talking about the memory of ordinary people, from the national 
collection of the Library of Congress to great Presidential papers, 
in which we have only one-of-a-kind items. These aren’t primarily 
books. 

We are taking the primary documents out to people, and that has 
a way of stimulating curiosity, questioning, and sustaining the val- 
ues of the book culture, which are interactive, thinking, asking 
questions, seeing new vehicles of imagination and the history of our 
innovation. With memory, you don’t know what is new until you 
know what there has been before. So we are in effect adding. That 
is why this module is so important. 

Mr. Aderholt. Number five? 

Dr. Billington. Module 5 at Fort Meade. Because, for instance, 
when we digitize things, we digitize a great many of the most in- 
teresting things. And even the World Digital Library in many lan- 
guages is always accompanied by dependable commentary by ex- 
perts and curators. This has a terrific kind of impact in getting 
people to think and sustaining the values of the book culture. 

Henry Steele Commager, the great American historian, once said 
America is the only world civilization whose institutions were en- 
tirely framed and conceived in the age of print. And the dialogic 
way in which the Founding Fathers debated in the Federalist pa- 
pers you look at the rough draft of the Declaration of Independence 
with corrections by Adams and Franklin, and you realize you are 
dealing with something that was put together by debate and dis- 
cussion and is ongoing, not that it is perfect, but it can always be 
improved. It is essential that you preserve that, even as you at the 
same time try to sustain those values in the new media and incor- 
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porate it, so that ultimately it can be one-stop shopping for the 
Congress, both from the virtual world and from the artifactual 
world. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

Your time has expired. 

Mr. Aderholt. We will go another round. 

Dr. Billington. Sorry. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Your passion is evident. 

Ms. McCollum. 

importance of new storage space at fort MEADE 

Ms. McCollum. Thank you. Well, you were talking modules. I 
am a former teacher. Show and tell. It is late in the afternoon. You 
have all gone through your sugar rush from lunch. 

So, Madam Chair, I know we have got some tough choices here 
to make, but I am here to plead a case when we are making those 
tough choices. 

This is, in the Library of Congress, books lined up on the floor. 
These yellow slips indicate that they are ready to go to Module 5. 
This is the before, what is happening in the Library of Congress 
right now, and this is what the storage is out at Fort Meade. We 
are slowly, with the best of intentions, trying to keep the books as 
safe as they can at the Library of Congress, but it is hard on the 
spines. It is hard on the pages, and we are going to get to the point 
where they know where everything is. This is not chaos that is or- 
ganized. This is organized organized. This is librarian-organized. 
But we are going to get to a point where even retrieval over at the 
Library of Congress is going to become very cumbersome and, in 
my opinion, going to become a work safety hazard just trying to get 
through the shelves. 

I went out and looked at the facility. And I know we are making 
some tough decisions. But it is pretty much cookie cutter. Once you 
have one unit built, they are all built the same way. So there isn’t 
a lot of planning. There isn’t a lot of startup that has to be done. 
But we have gotten behind in the implementation. And I know we 
are behind on a lot of deferred maintenance here, as well, even in 
the Library of Congress. Even with the remodeling, there are more 
things that could have been done. But if we don’t take care of these 
treasures and they become damaged, they are irreplaceable. 

So I am going to plead for a case and work with you. Madam 
Chair. I am being very public with what my top priority is going 
to be. 

Dr. Billington, if you could maybe just talk about just for a 
minute, because I will give you a little bit of my time, you can just 
talk about, if you have the numbers, how many books you have 
ready to go to Fort Meade right now. 

Dr. Billington. Well, it is several hundred thousand. I will get 
you an exact figure. The important additional point here, briefly, 
is that what tends to go on the floor, of necessity, when you already 
have packed shelves, is the most recent thing. If you lose inventory 
and easy access control to the most recent things, say you have a 
periodical that has been going on for a 100 years, and you can’t de- 
liver the last 2 years; that doesn’t make it just l-50th useful. It 
makes it about half as useful because the questions Congress 
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wants a rapid answer to are dependent on having the latest infor- 
mation. 

We have different categories. We get 20,000 items a day at the 
Library, and to sort it down to 8,000 or 10,000, we have different 
categories; if you just have to pile it up on the floor and if you 
aren’t up-to-date, you rapidly become much more archaic and use- 
less, and people will go elsewhere if we are not able to provide. 
Then you slowly ease into becoming a museum of a book rather 
than a fast deliverer of information. So I think that is the most im- 
portant thing. 

I will get you the exact number, but I know 5 million items are 
inventoried and ready to move to Fort Meade. All those 5 million 
are not piled up on the stacks, but they are all ready to be moved. 
So they will not only take things off the stacks, but open up mate- 
rial on the stacks so the new stuff can be processed fast and inven- 
toried and accessed. By the way, we had Amazon look 

Ms. McCollum. Dr. Billington, you are going to get me in trou- 
ble. 

Madam Chair, also, in full disclosure, my mother was a librarian. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

Mr. LaTourette. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you. Madam Chair. 

Dr. Billington, welcome. I don’t have any questions for you. 

CRS RESEARCH PRODUCTS 

But if you would ask Mr. Mulhollan to come back, I do have a 
couple of CRS questions, if I could. 

Mr. Mulhollan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. At last year’s hearing, a couple of us, I think 
Ms. McCollum and others, expressed a desire to perhaps put to- 
gether a more side-by-side analysis, and I did notice that in the re- 
cent health care discussion, you did produce a product that had a 
side-by-side. I have found that to be very helpful. I assume you did. 
And the question is, on major pieces of legislation, is that now the 
standard operating procedure? 

Mr. Mulhollan. It has always been when we were requested. As 
I tried to explain before and didn’t do a good job, we prefer to do 
an analysis where we point out what the reason is and the impact 
of the language, but if the Member wants a comparison strict, just 
of the language, then we do that. 

We have a tool to assist in comparing bills called the Text Anal- 
ysis Program (TAP) that is used by our staff in the Bill Digest sec- 
tion. They provide bill summaries for 18,000 bills every Congress. 
In fact, with regard to the health care reform, a columnist in the 
New York Times commended our bill summary that is available on 
Thomas. The summary explaining P.L. 111-148 is also available in 
the Legislative Information System (LIS). 

TAP is a tool that, over time, we are trying to improve on, it is 
pretty labor-intensive right now, but it still reduces our workload. 
At some point, I believe by the end of the year, we hope to share 
this tool with House Legislative Counsel. Over time the goal would 
be to make it more useful for congressional staff as a whole, be- 
cause it uses the information in LIS and compares the bills. 
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CRS HIRING PRACTICES 

Mr. LaTourette. The other thing, just to clean up from last 
year, you had talked about bringing in these section chiefs or man- 
agers, I guess. One of the concerns that I had, just chatting with 
folks at the Service, was a number had been brought in not from 
the ranks up but brought in from the outside. I noticed in the 
Washington Post on Sunday in the business section — I wasn’t look- 
ing for another job, but I do read the classifieds — that you are in 
fact advertising for more. 

Mr. Mulhollan. Yes. We have had a transition from one who 
was an internal person who decided to step down and go into re- 
search. And so we are advertising for one. 

Mr. LaTourette. I think when your vendor was in on the sur- 
vey, they had collected statistics and indicated that half come from 
inside and half from out. So it is just one post you are filling at 
the moment? 

Mr. Mulhollan. Well, we filled one approximately 2 months 
ago, because the head of that section became an assistant director. 

CRS CLIENT SURVEY 

Mr. LaTourette. And then I want to talk a little bit about the 
survey. I want to thank you for doing that. That came out of last 
year’s hearing and the chairwoman’s leadership as a result of her 
meeting with the vendor. I know that the chairwoman and Mr. 
Aderholt sort of spurred our colleagues to answer them. A lot of of- 
fices have policies that they won’t answer surveys when they come 
in from an outside vendor. I think it was 3,600 they sent out. We 
had about 1,200 back in; Hoped for 1,800. So, hopefully, the work 
of the chairwoman and the ranking member will help you get 
there. 

Just a two-part question, the timing of the completion of the sur- 
vey, and what are the chances of the subcommittee receiving the 
raw, unadulterated report from the vendor, because what may be 
important to you may differ 

Mr. Mulhollan. First of all, we will share with the sub- 
committee any information you want. 

Secondly, I want to express my gratitude to the leadership of the 
committee for personally going out to Members and explaining to 
them the survey. We did send out under my name 3,700 e-mails 
saying this was coming from a private vendor and that CRS was 
trying to clear the way for them. We also sent out about 450 e- 
mails to chiefs of staff to follow up and encourage participation. 
Right now, they say the margin of error on the response, because 
it is a random sample, will be under 3 percent. 

Mr. LaTourette. Madam Chairwoman, I think my request 
would simply be when LMI is finished, that whatever they produce 
come directly to the subcommittee. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Yes. We can share the results. 

LAWSUIT REGARDING DISMISSAL OF PROBATIONARY EMPLOYEE 

Mr. LaTourette. Then, last, there was a lawsuit in the news 
that you and I talked about, somebody who had been a chief pros- 
ecutor out at Guantanamo Bay was employed by the Service, and 
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there was — could you just give us whatever you are able to tell us 
about the status of that lawsuit? 

Mr. Mulhollan. That lawsuit is being pursued by the ACLU on 
free speech grounds. The gentleman was in the probationary pe- 
riod, and he was removed during the probationary period for his 
judgment and discretion. He sent out, as the record in the court 
points out, caustic e-mails about other colleagues in CRS that 
caused me concern. And then he wrote public editorials using polit- 
ical statements like “fear-mongering like Dick Cheney.” And you 
can’t expect someone to be a leader for a whole division if they 
come out and make political statements like that. It is just not ac- 
ceptable for CRS. 

Mr. LaTourette. And that lawsuit is pending? 

Mr. Mulhollan. That is correct. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Mr. Mulhollan. 

DEMAND FOR COLLECTION MATERIALS AT FORT MEADE 

I can appreciate all of the Members’ priorities; $16 million, which 
is the cost of the module, is a significant chunk of this budget. So 
it is just, we are in a world of competing priorities. We are going 
to take a close look at all of those, but my question specifically on 
the module is. How many requests do you get for material that is 
out in the places that you plan to move to the modules? 

Dr. Billington. I can’t give you precise 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. If you could answer that for the 
record, that would be very helpful. 

Dr. Billington. We will answer that for the record. 

Ms. McCollum. Madam Chair, I was out there watching a pull 
request. I was actually intrigued and rather surprised by the re- 
quests that were coming out there. They actually have good use of 
the major portion of the facility, so that if researchers and that are 
going out there, they don’t have to transport everything out. It 
would be a great field trip. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We can certainly plan that. But my 
understanding is that it is historically very low, the amount of re- 
quests. I think we also need to keep in mind, and correct me if I 
am wrong, but I believe that you are seeking 13 modules. 

Dr. Billington. That was the original schedule. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Last year, we went from $15 million 
to now $16.9 million. So the cost increases every year. We have got 
a lot of balls in the air in the Legislative Branch Subcommittee. 

Dr. Billington. I am informed that there were 200,000 requests 
since Module 1 opened. The low number of requests is likely to in- 
crease because the first books that went out there were the ones 
least used. We weren’t sure we would get that kind of return. Be- 
cause it is automated, because it is compacted stacks and you can 
do it in a different way than you can with fixed stacks, it is much 
more efficient in many respects, particularly as it grows. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I can appreciate that. 

STAFFING OF OFFICE OF OPPORTUNITY, INCLUSIVENESS AND 
COMPLIANCE 

Just shifting gears, we held the public witness hearing at the be- 
ginning of the hearing season this time so that we could be able 
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to incorporate their concerns and comments into our budgetary de- 
cisions. I was glad to hear that the union representation at the Li- 
brary is pleased with the Office of Opportunity, Inclusiveness and 
Compliance, that they are feeling like, compared to last year, OIC 
is on the right track, but they do still feel the office is understaffed. 

I wanted you to talk about, you have 12 FTEs that you received 
funding for. Where are we in terms of getting that office fully 
staffed? 

Dr. Billington. I might pass that to our distinguished Chief Op- 
erating Officer because that is an area in which, actually, the first 
private money ever raised was to begin the program of leadership 
and development that would expand opportunity, but aggressive 
implementation and imaginative Library-wide activities have been 
run by Jo Ann Jenkins. 

Ms. Jenkins. Originally, the office had 19 FTEs. We had the IG 
do an audit, a management audit, of the office. We also went across 
the Federal Government to look at like agencies. What we found 
is that our office was about five or six FTEs more, funded at a 
higher level than all of the rest of the Federal Government agen- 
cies, and the right number they recommended was 12. We have 
funded the office at 12 level. There are still several vacancies to be 
filled in the office, but as part of the right sizing effort. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. What is your timetable for reaching 
the 12? 

Ms. Jenkins. This year. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. This fiscal year or this year? 

Ms. Jenkins. This fiscal year. The Director has the positions and 
the money, and the positions are in the process of being posted 
right now. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

Good work for improving the concerns that they definitely had 
last year. 


REQUEST EOR SUPERVISORY STAFF SUPPORT 

There was concern expressed also in that same public witness 
hearing about the FTEs that were requested for supervisory staff 
support at the Library. And I will quote the Guild by telling you 
that they said they were skeptical about the request for more posi- 
tions on the sixth floor of the Madison Building which moved paper 
from here to there. Typically, you have direct supervisory positions 
where this is not direct. This is indirect. So what is the purpose 
of those two FTEs, and what are they going to be doing? 

Ms. Jenkins. The purpose of the two FTEs is to support a devel- 
opment program for Library supervisory positions. Mandatory 
training for supervisors includes courses about union contracts, 
about life and safety issues, about sexual harassment. Service units 
don’t have the money in their budgets to cover that. These two 
FTEs are to support curriculum development for mandatory and 
Library-wide training and to staff this. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So it is more broad. 

Ms. Jenkins. It is for the entire Library. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Great. Thank you very much. 
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OVERSEAS OFFICES: 

I will just ask, I am going to have a couple of questions about 
just what is going on with the overseas offices. I had an oppor- 
tunity to visit the overseas office in Cairo in January. 

And I know, Dr. Billington, in the past you expressed concern 
about the “head tax,” so to speak, with the Capital Security Cost- 
Sharing Program. Where are you now on that? You have got a $15 
million overseas budget, and $5 million of that is to cover the cost 
of that. So I can understand why you would be concerned, but has 
your opinion changed of that program? 

Dr. Billington. Not really. 

Ms. Jenkins. No. I was going to say that we really believe that 
we get more than our money’s worth out of those overseas offices, 
but we have not received the exemption for us not to pay the rent. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Do any other agencies get exemption? 

Ms. Jenkins. Not to my knowledge. 

OVERSEAS OFFICE SYSTEM REPLACEMENT REQUIREMENT 

Dr. Billington. The main thing we are concerned about this 
year in this regard is the upgrade of the information systems, be- 
cause it is now 20-year-old technology. You never know when it is 
going to break down. These systems must be replaced. They can’t 
be upgraded and changed because they are completely out of sync 
with other technologies in use. And they are extraordinarily impor- 
tant in being able to catalog overseas acquisitions, not just for our- 
self but for all other research libraries and repositories in America. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We should also note, you have a small 
budget. You have small offices. 

Ms. Jenkins. That is one of our larger offices. 

Dr. Billington. What they do is they don’t just collect 

Dr. Billington. The importance of these offices is that they are 
only in areas where there is no developed book trade that you can 
deal with in a rational manner. For instance, the recovery in our 
normal collection process of, say, the operation of Osama bin 
Laden’s autobiography, it was a mimeographed copy that was 
picked up by one of the local employees sweeping through. They 
don’t just collect in one country. 

This is really, very important for the Nation, and it is important 
that we not have a breakdown in the ability to process this mate- 
rial, because it is catalogued in exotic languages by native speakers 
who are there. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I met your very enthusiastic director 
in Cairo. 

Dr. Billington. Sorry. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. No, don’t apologize. He was great. We 
got to see a lot of cool stuff. It was very good. 

Mr. Aderholt. 

FUNDING REQUEST FOR TRAINING AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

Mr. Aderholt. I understand the Library is requesting $2.7 mil- 
lion for five full-time employees for a Library-wide centralized 
training and development program. Could you just talk a little bit 
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about that and what this would be focused on and what this would 
go toward? 

Ms. Jenkins. Well, the training and development program, the 
Supervisory Training and Development Program, is what Congress- 
man Wasserman Schultz referred to earlier, which was the two 
FTEs to do mandatory supervisory training. The staff development 
program, which is the three FTEs, the large portion of that is to 
develop core competencies. You heard Dr. Billington talk a little 
earlier about the new digital competencies we were going to have 
to train staff across the agencies to learn. A large component of 
that request is for student loan repayment. I think well over half 
of that is to try to come up to standards of what the House itself 
is implementing for their employees around student loan repay- 
ment options. 


MERGER WITH CAPITOL POLICE 

Mr. Aderholt. Six months ago, the Library Police merged with 
the Capitol Police, of course. In your opinion, how has the merger 
gone, and what role does the Library’s Office of Security and Emer- 
gency Preparedness play in all this? 

Ms. Jenkins. We believe that the merger has worked very well. 
We have been working very closely with the Capitol Police to ad- 
dress all of the Capitol Complex security concerns. The Office of Se- 
curity now is focused on our emergency preparedness as we go 
through all of the emergency fire safety drills, weather-related se- 
curity issues, as well as with collection security. But I think most 
would say that the police merger, once we got everything on the 
table, has worked fairly well. 

DIGITAL TALKING BOOK PROGRAM STATUS 

Mr. Aderholt. Just quickly, the Digital Talking Book System, is 
it on track for completion for 2013, as I think it was estimated? 

Dr. Billington. Yes, I believe we are on track toward comple- 
tion. There was a slight manufacturer delay. It was partly handled 
with no year funds. Most of it is handled with year -by-year appro- 
priation on the schedule that was agreed to. No year funds were 
important to give it the necessary flexibility. There was a manufac- 
turer’s glitch that delayed it slightly, but by January 2010, all the 
funds were obligated. So we are fully on track. Kurt Cylke is the 
long-term manager of this. He may want to add something on this. 

Mr. Cylke. We are absolutely on target. What Dr. Billington is 
referring to is the use of the no year money. The purpose of no year 
money is to be able to spend it not in one fiscal year but 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Could you state your name for the 
record? 

Mr. Cylke. I am sorry. Kurt Cylke. 

We are manufacturing machines at the rate of 20,000 a month. 
They are getting a distribution rate from the libraries of higher 
than 95 percent. Books are going out. And we are on target and 
appreciate the money that was given. The community is very 
pleased. Of course, we are pleased as well. 

Mr. Aderholt. That has been resolved, the glitches? 

Mr. Cylke. There were no glitches. 

Dr. Billington. The manufacturing delays. 
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Mr. Cylke. In the manufacturing process, there is always a 
startup phase, as operations become standardized. We had a few 
issues to addresses. I don’t call them glitches. I just call them the 
natural process. We are in the manufacturing business. It took us 
6 months. 

Mr. Aderholt. Your bumps. 

Mr. Cylke. You can call them bumps, if you would like. That is 
all taken care of. The money is a hundred percent obligated. 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. 

Thank you. Madam Chair. 

AQUISITIONS OF OVERSEAS OFFICES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. All right. According to GAO, Dr. 
Billington, the Library’s Washington, D.C., experts frequently re- 
sponded, when they were surveyed by them that less than 50 per- 
cent of the acquisitions from a particular country were acquired by 
an overseas office. I am speaking as a supporter of the fact that 
you need overseas offices, but what is going on? Is there a dis- 
connect between the Library in D.C. and the field offices? 

Dr. Billington. Fifty percent of what? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. In other words, let’s say Egypt. You 
have gotten, Africa and the Middle East, less than 50 percent — and 
I don’t know whether Egypt is the case, but less than 50 percent 
of the collection from Egypt comes from the overseas offices. 

Dr. Billington. Well, it depends what you are talking about. 
Take the law. One of the most important responsibilities we have 
is for the Law Library of Congress, which handles international 
law requests. Something like 97 percent of the material acquired 
about indigenous laws and material of this kind from the Library 
come from the overseas offices. Most of what they get would be 
unobtainable by other means because the book trade is not suffi- 
ciently developed, sufficiently speedy, or sufficiently discriminatory 
in terms of what Americans would want to know and need to know 
to do it. So, really, it isn’t as if there is an alternative way of get- 
ting most of these books. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You don’t need to make a case to me 
about the need for overseas offices. I just don’t understand why the 
majority of a collection from a particular country would not be com- 
ing from the overseas office that covers that country; that you 
would be getting it from somewhere else. 

Dr. Billington. Most foreign acquisitions are acquired by direct 
dealings either of exchange or purchase from book dealers. Our 
overseas offices are all in regions where there isn’t a fully devel- 
oped commercial book trade that you can deal with, and where ex- 
changes are not adequate or sufficient to assure us of getting all 
the things we need. So while, in certain instances this material 
might be obtainable in other ways, purchasing through dealers, 
when possible, is faster. In the important area of law, the field of- 
fices are not covering only the six countries where the offices are 
located. Each one has responsibility for different regions. They do 
sweeps through all of East Africa, Sub-Saharan and East Africa. 
The Cairo office for the Arab world; Islamabad covers much of Cen- 
tral Asia, Afghanistan. By the way, we have a unique Afghan ex- 
hibit up right now in the Library of Congress. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I would like maybe a more clear an- 
swer just as to why. I mean, I understand the purpose of the over- 
seas offices, but it would seem to me — I mean, if you asked me logi- 
cally whether the majority of the collection from a particular coun- 
try came from an overseas office or somewhere else, I mean, that 
would be part of the justification I think you would be making for 
having an overseas office. It is hard to understand why the major- 
ity of the collection isn’t 

Dr. Billington. Maybe you could 

Ms. Marcum. Deanna Marcum. I think the survey you referred 
to looks at all the international collections. We have only six over- 
seas offices. So we are getting materials from all parts of the world, 
some through regular means and these very special circumstances 
in our overseas offices. The exchange programs for the overseas of- 
fices are also very important. We get a lot of material directly 
through government agencies from exchange programs that 
wouldn’t be included in the overseas offices. But I will be happy to 
give you — we are working on a report right now looking at alter- 
natives to the overseas offices, and I will be happy to share that 
information. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. That would be great. 

COPYRIGHT PROCESSING BACKLOG 

On the copyright backlog, which I know is the bane of your exist- 
ence — it is close to the bane of mine, so I can only imagine what 
it is for you — there has been somewhat of a drop from last year, 
but there is a dispute, apparently, over what the actual backlog is. 
The Library of Congress shows the backlog at just about 400,000, 
and Library’s Professional Guild has the backlog at about 500,000. 
I understand the discrepancy is apparently in the way in which you 
are now counting the backlog. You are not counting things that are 
in the pipeline that you are waiting to receive information from. 

Dr. Billington. It is a different means of computation. It is not 
necessarily a conflict. We do not include those things which we 
have already taken action on and that are in process; in other 
words, we are already in correspondence with or processing what 
has been submitted. Sometimes we need a second copy. Sometimes 
we need more information. Sometimes funding wasn’t correctly 
done. But if it is being in the process of being done, we don’t count 
that as part of the backlog. I think the Guild did. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. It is a 100,000-case difference. 

Dr. Billington. Well, we can itemize it if you want. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I would just like your analysis. 

Mr. Billington. I got very concerned late in the year that we 
weren’t making progress, and therefore I took the authority which 
this committee has very kindly, generously, extended to divert to 
other parts of the Library — we have created a task force of 50 peo- 
ple who worked intensively for a period of time. We negotiated and 
made sure it was understood and coordinated with the Guild and 
so forth. That has been very successful. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Is that still ongoing? 

Dr. Billington. We foresee this whole thing being clear to what 
we call normal level, perhaps 150,000, by the end of 2011. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Good. That is great. 
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MANDATORY PAY REQUIREMENTS 

My last question for the Library of Congress, you cited in your 
remarks a reference to $5 million as mandatory pay. Mandatory is 
in the eyes of the beholder. So is all of that funding actually man- 
datory? There is no law that says you have to provide with in-grade 
increases and pay increases in fiscal year 2011, correct? 

Dr. Billington. I suppose technically there is no direct law that 
says that, but it is the considered opinion of our general counsel 
that this is a requirement. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Whose requirement? 

Dr. Billington. Well, it is a requirement on us to do this. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. It might be a responsibility. It isn’t a 
requirement, per se. It doesn’t meet the strict definition of manda- 
tory. I know that is the phrase that is used by the agencies. But 
it technically does not meet the dictionary definition of mandatory. 

Dr. Billington. Okay. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But it doesn’t mean that I don’t think 
it is necessary; it just means that it is not mandatory. 

Dr. Billington. Well, I think we almost invariably have put sus- 
taining the recompense to our staff as a top priority. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. It is a top priority. But I just want to 
make sure that you understand where the policymaking ends. 

Dr. Billington. We will prioritize that. We will get a full re- 
sponse including citations from our legal staff. 

[Additional information on mandatory pay follows:] 
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Library’s Official Response 

The Library is required by law to pay annual cost of living allowance (COLA) adjustments and 
periodic step increases (known as “within-grade increases” or “WIGs”) to more than 90% of the 
Library workforce. 


Cost of Living Allowance (COLA) Annual Adjustment 

• The Library is required by law to pay the following employees the same COLA paid to 
General Schedule (GS) employees in the executive branch: 

GS employees, 5 U.S.C. 5102(a)(1)(B), 5331 and 5303. 

Librarian of Congress. 2 U.S.C. 136a-2(l); 5 U.S.C. 5303, 5313 and 5318. 
Director of the Congressional Research Service. 2 U.S.C, 166(c)(1); 5 U.S.C. 
5303, 5314 and 5318. 

Register of Copyrights. 17 U.S.C. 701(f); 5 U.S.C. 5303, 5314 and 5318. 
Copyright Royalty Judges, 17 U.S.C. 802(e)(1); 5 U.S.C. 5303 and 5372(b)(4). 

Legally, the Library does not have discretion about whether to pay a COLA to these 
employees or about the amount of the COLA, This is because Library GS employees are 
actually part of the same statutory pay plan as GS employees in the executive branch, and 
COLAs for the other positions are statutorily linked to the COLA for GS employees. 

• The Library has discretion about paying a COLA to: 

Senior Level (SL) employees. 5 U.S.C. 5108(c) and 5376(b)(2). 
Scientific/Technicai (ST) employees. 5 U.S.C. 3104(c) and 5376(b)(2). 

Wage Grade (WG) employees. 5 U.S.C. 5349. 


Within-Grade Increases (WIGs) 

• The Library is required by law to pay WIGs to GS employees. 5 U.S.C. 5102(a)(1)(B), 
5331(a), and 5335(a). 

• The Librarian has discretion to pay WIGs to WG employees under the law, but is 
required to do so under its Collective Bargaining Agreement, 5 U.S.C. 5349 and 
5343(e)(2); AFSCME 2477 Collective Bargaining Agreement, Article 18, section 9.E. 


The executive schedule, senior level, and other pay plans at the Library do not have 
statutory WIGs. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Great. Okay. Thank you. 

ACQUISITION COSTS 

And before we conclude, I have some homework for the Library. 
I know you are reviewing your acquisitions policy. Some of the 
largest requests like Storage Module 5 are to deal with your space 
issues. Central to dealing with the Library space problem is the di- 
rect relationships with the amount of material that you acquire. I 
would like you to provide the subcommittee with data on the 
amount of acquisitions for the past 5 years, the types of informa- 
tion required, the goal of the acquisition policy, the types of infor- 
mation required, the goal of the acquisition policy review and the 
expected completion date of the review. 

[Clerk’s note. — The Library provided additional information as 
follows:] 
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Question: Some of the largest requests, like storage module 5 are to deal with Library’s 
space issues. Central to dealing with the Library’s space problem is the amount of 
material acquired. Please provide the subcommittee with data on the amount of 
acquisitions for the past 5 years, the types of information acquired, the goal of the 
acquisition policy review, and the expected completion date of the review. 

ANSWER: The Library of Congress is the de facto U.S. national library, and to sustain 
its unparalleled collection of materials that support the knowledge needs of Congress 
and the American public, it collects universally in print and non-print formats. In an era 
of budgetary constraints, libraries across the United States are reducing services, staff, 
and new collections at a disheartening rate. As a result, librarians at peer research 
libraries are looking to the Library of Congress for leadership and support, especially in 
the area of collections. 

The Library is fortunate to have as its chief source for building its collections the 
Congressionally-mandated deposit of copies of items submitted for U.S. copyright 
registration. Additionally, the Library adds materials to its collection via purchase, 
exchanges, gifts, and government transfers. 

The content of the added materials reflect the Library’s defined collecting policies — 
which cover all subjects, disciplines and languages — and include the following formats: 

• Print (books, journals, newspapers) 

• Maps 

• Music 

• Microforms 

• Sound recordings 

• Visual materials (moving images, photographs, posters, prints, drawings 

• Digital (databases, electronic content) 

Pieces added to the Library’s collections over the past 5 years in all 
formats 


Source 

Fiscal 

2005 

Fiscal 

2006 

Fiscal 

2007 

Fiscal 

2008 

Fiscal 

2009 

Copyright 

deposits 

1,098,420 

1,120,791 

1,077,152 

526,508 

739,364 

Purchases 

708,396 

782,123 

809,197 

1,196,401 

759,458 

Non- 

purchases 

1,380,363 

1,461,095 

1,909,364 

1,822,152 

1,140,870 

Total 

acquisitions 

3,187,179 

3,364,009 

3,795,713 

3,545,061 

2,639,692 
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In recent years, the Library has taken steps to address and reaffirm is collecting policies 
and to assure that they continue to be in the best interests of the Library, Congress, and 
the American research and general user communities. 

In 2008, the Library carefully revised its Collections Policy Statements to assure that the 
Library was continuing to collect and retain only appropriate materials for the 
collections. Some of these statements had not been reviewed in several decades. The 
revised statements take into account the emergence of digital content and the 
acceptance of digital content over print or other formats where appropriate. Staff who 
review materials at the initial acquisitions stage in Copyright units, in Library Services 
units, and in the overseas offices apply the guidelines in selecting materials for 
retention. 

The Associate Librarian for Library Services has taken the review process a step further 
by convening a group of key Library staff to consider the number of copies of individual 
works to retain for the collections of the Nation’s Library in the digital age. In light of the 
implications of the Library’s often being the only repository for some of these titles and 
the fact that the outcome will affect the Library and the larger library community for 
decades — if not centuries — to come, this review process will necessarily occur over the 
next several years. 

The Library has issued a new regulation governing the mandatory deposit of 
copyrighted electronic serials available online. This regulation will allow the Library to 
determine if it can accept digital serial content instead of print, thereby mitigating the 
growing pressure on storage space. The regulation goes into effect this spring. The 
outcome of this phase of mandatory deposit for digital content will set the stage 
expanding to other formats of digital content. 

Acknowledging the shift from print to digital, the Library has undertaken an ambitious 
plan to restructure the massive exchange program that provides access to documents 
produced by over 120 other national government agencies and international bodies. 

The International Exchange Service is being revamped to allow the Library to have 
online access to this content of foreign governments that is so invaluable to Congress 
and the legislative process. New agreements have been forged that have already 
reduced the number of print titles shipped to the Library in favor of remote virtual 
access. Involving treaties with over 50 natfons, this undertaking will take at least two or 
three years to complete. 

Last year, the Librarian reassigned a senior level staff member from his office to work 
with Library Services to develop a plan to establish a central unit devoted to collections 
development. This unit will have responsibility for advising the Librarian and the 
Associate Librarian on acquisitions policies, helping to assure that defensible 
acquisitions are being made. 

In June, the Librarian will convene the annual meeting of key acquisitions and 
recommending managers and staff to discuss items acquired over the past year. At this 
meeting, as in past years, he and the Associate Librarian will reaffirm that staff are 
adhering to sound acquisitions policies. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much, Dr. Billington. 
And we can turn to Open World. 

Dr. Billington. Thank you very much. And let me thank you 
again, Ranking Member Aderholt, for your not only backing, but 
embodying 

Mr. Aderholt. Well, everybody at the Library has 

Dr. Billington. It is being expanded upon, so — even as we 
speak 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. That is exciting. 

Mr. Aderholt. So, it has been successful then? 

Dr. Billington. Also we have lowered the age limit. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Good. 

Dr. Billington. So our consciousness has been raised. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Fantastic. You have your own per- 
sonal lobbying team. 

The subcommittee stands in recess, and we will begin to resume 
after the vote. We will stand in recess until the end of this series 
of votes. 

[Recess.] 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 
CHAIR DEBBIE WASSERMAN SCHULTZ 
James Billington, Librarian of Congress 

FY 2011 Budget of the Library of Congress 


Office of Opportunity. Inclusiveness and Compliance 

Question: How many staff are currently on board at OIC? 

ANSWER: During the reorganization, OIC staffing was reduced from 19 to 12 FTEs. Effective 
April 15, 2010, OIC has 9.5 staff members, including the director and newly hired assistant 
director and mediator. The office is in the process of recruiting for the remaining 2.5 FTEs that 
focus on analytical competencies. OIC hired a staff mediator in order to strengthen current 
mediation services provided by contract staff during stage 1 grievances. 


Law Library 

Question: The Law Library’s request includes $353 thousand in fiscal year 201 1 for 3 full-time- 
equivalents to organize its legal material under the “LAW” shelving arrangement. According to 
the Library, approximately 77 thousand titles consisting of 219 thousand volumes have been 
classified, leaving 610 thousand volumes to be converted. Why arc you proposing to hire 
permanent staff to deal with a backlog? Why not use contractors since this is a temporary effort? 

ANSWER: Contracting is a very unstable approach to accomplish this critical task for the Law 
Library. The skill set required for K Classification work requires knowledge of legal cataloging, 
legal publishing and the law itself, and takes more than 2 years to learn. Skilled contractors 
usually seek full-time employment and view contract work as a short-term alternative. As a 
result, there is a high level of risk that the Library’s investment in training could be lost before 
we realized any benefit in terms of tangible work product. 


Inventory IVlanagement 

Question: The Library is requesting $1 million for inventory management to support 23 
contractual staff who will inventory general area studies and Law collections as well as the 
transfer of collections to Modules 3 and 4 and the cold storage rooms at Ft. Meade. 

Is this a one-time cost that will not be needed in fiscal year 2012? Can this cost be scaled down 
if we want to spread the inventorying over multiple fiscal years? 
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ANSWER: The Library requested inventory management funds when we acquired the 
Integrated Library System in 1999, and it was necessary to link copy-specific information to the 
bibliographic record. Congress provided approximately $1 million a year for eight years to 
ensure that the Library could account for the whereabouts and security of its collections. 
However, inventory is an ongoing process, and it is especially important to consider this a core 
activity of collection management as we continue to inventory books and bound periodicals on 
Capitol Hill and move special format materials off-site to Fort Meade Modules 3, 4, and the Cold 
Rooms. While the level of activity can be reduced, the need for inventory control is not 
diminished and remains essential to securing and tracking our holdings. 


Books for the Blind 

Question: For the record, please provide the appropriations provided to date by fiscal year for 
the digital conversion effort. Also include the amounts obligated to date. 

ANSWER: Funding appropriated for fiscal years 2005 - 2009 has been fully obligated. For 
fiscal 2010, all funds have been committed and most obligated. All fiscal 201 0 funding will be 
obligated by year end. 

Digital Talking Book Program - Funding for Digital Players & Media 


Fiscal Year 

Appropriation 

Obligations 

2005 

$1.5 million 

$1.5 million 

2006 

$1.5 million 

$1.5 million 

2007 

$1.5 million 

$1.5 million 

2008 

$13.5 million 

$13.5 million 

2009 

$13.98 million 

$13.98 million 

2010 

$13.99 million 

$13.83 million 


Overseas Offices 

Question: According to GAO, the Library’s Washington DC experts frequently responded that 
50 percent or less of their collections from a particular country was acquired by an overseas 
office. Why is there a disconnect between the Library in DC and in the field offices? 
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ANSWER: The information comes from a survey conducted by Library Services analysts. They 
collected data on the number of items acquired by the overseas offices, and they asked the 
subject experts at LC about their perceptions. The empirical data contradict some of the Library's 
experts who indicated that they have other means of collecting. As an example, five of six of the 
Library's experts indicate that less than half of their collections published in Turkey come from 
the field offices, but the statistical data show that 83% of the Library's catalog records for 
Turkish publications are produced by the Cairo Office. 

The subject experts do not process materials. They make selection recommendations for specific 
items and general classes of material without always being aware of the source of those 
materials. The recent survey by Library Services analysts has pointed to the need for better 
communication among staff engaged in collection development work. The Associate Librarian 
for Library Services is in the process of establishing a new, centralized collection development 
office to address this issue. 


Question: The Library’s staff travels extensively to acquire materials in their region to places 
such as Yemen. How is the Library ensuring that these workers are safe not only in their 
assigned country, but when they travel on these acquisition trips? 

ANSWER: The Library ensures the safety of the staff working in the overseas offices by 
supporting their location within Embassy compounds. For offices located outside compounds, 
the Library works with the State Department to obtain safe buildings as worksites. Those sites 
are refurbished to make them more secure and safe. The Library, through the State Department 
administered International Cooperative Administrative Support Services (ICASS), funds security 
services, such as local guards, to further enhance security. With the assistance of the State 
Department, secure and safe residences are identified for the American employees. For 
acquisitions trips, the offices work with local U.S. embassies to use embassy drivers, as 
necessary, and travelers follow advisories issued for the areas of travel. 


Office of Security and Emer£encv Preparedness 

Question: The Library is requesting $1.4 million for its Office of Security and Emergency 
Preparedness. According to your justification it is to fund contracting services and equipment 
maintenance requirements that were not moved over during the Capitol Police and Library Police 
merger. What kind of services and equipment were left behind? Why shouldn’t they fall under 
the jurisdiction of the Capitol Police? 

ANSWER: Equipment that remains at the Library is the following: 

1 . video monitoring camera and recorders 

2. intrusion detection and access control devices, and 

3. book theft detection devices. 
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The MOU between the Capitol Police and the Library of Congress, dated September 29, 2009, 
represents the mutual understanding between the two agencies, wherein the above security 
systems in place in Library facilities will be retained by and be the responsibility of the Library 
of Congress (MOU Section 7.c,(l)). The security equipment that remains in place is there for 
the protection of the Library’s collections, as delineated in the July 28, 2009 Physical Security 
Systems matrix, which serves as the basis for the MOU. 


Architectural and Engineering Design 

Question: The budget request asks for resources to expand the library’s use of contract 
professional design and engineering services. Isn’t that why we fund the AOC? Why does the 
Library need additional resources for this? 

ANSWER: The AOC Architecture and Engineering (A/E) design resources support the fire, life 
safety, and structural upgrades for the Library of Congress (LOC), where as the Library A/E 
design support requirements support interior fit-out. The AOC did receive increased 
construction funding to support the Library of Congress, which has improved the AOC’s ability 
to support the Library’s critical programs, however previous requests from the Library for design 
funding have not been supported. 

Procurement of specialized and supplemental services will allow the internal staff to focus on the 
annual Facility Project Plan projects, and use expert contract staff on unique, specialized projects 
such as the preservation labs, multi-media centers, Sloan Scan Center, Abraham Lincoln exhibit 
space design support, etc. The increased design workload and added technical complexity of 
specialized design needs has considerably taxed Facility Services’ internal design staff, 
Establishing base funding to support the acquisition of A/E design services with multiple awards 
will satisfy the prodigious architectural, engineering, and design demands of Library programs 
and operations where the individual Service Unit is not responsible. 

Funding the IDIQ contracts will allow maximum flexibility in addressing Library design needs 
and provide access to a wide pool of technical experts. This solution to the ever growing design 
demand was recommended by the Library of Congress’ Inspector General in Report #2006-PA- 
107 and was partially implemented through a small, end-of-year resource reallocation that 
provided a one-time internal Library allocation of $196,000 in fiscal 2008. Contract design 
services have been previously used by the Library and have proven beneficial in providing 
design support for complex emerging construction projects. Internal design staff is best suited to 
address ordinary design tasks, and supplementing existing staff with IDIQ contracts will create a 
faster, better, and more cost-effective approach to satisfying complex design needs rather than 
building this type of expertise in-house. 




Wednesday, April 21, 2010. 


OPEN WORLD LEADERSHIP CENTER 
WITNESS 

JOHN O’KEEFE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, OPEN WORLD LEADERSHIP 

CENTER 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I call the committee back to order. 

The next agency is Open World, and we have your 2011 budget 
request, which is $2 million more than the fiscal year 2010 budget. 
That is a huge increase, particularly given the fiscal constraints we 
are operating under. Our subcommittee’s stated goal has been that 
we would begin to wean you off your reliance on legislative branch 
funding, so it is somewhat difficult for me to understand why you 
have asked for $2 million more in funding. But I am not sure. Dr. 
Billington, are you going to make 

Dr. Billington. I may have something brief at the end. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Amb. O’Keefe, we are here to 
listen to your budget request presentation, and I am sure we will 
have a couple of questions. 

Mr. Aderholt. 

Mr. Aderholt. I just want to say welcome to the Ambassador, 
and we look forward to your comments this afternoon. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You can proceed. Ambassador, with 5 
minutes for your statement, and your full statement will be entered 
into the record. 

Statement of Ambassador John O’Keefe 

Amb. O’Keefe. Thank you. Madam Chairwoman and Mr. 
Aderholt. And thank you for the opportunity to testify on the Open 
World Leadership Center’s fiscal year 2011 budget request. As a 
unique congressional center and resource. Open World is the dy- 
namic catalyst for hundreds of international projects and partner- 
ships that constituents have developed with emerging leaders from 
the countries of Eurasia. 

CONSTITUENT DRIVEN PROGRAMS 

More than 6,000 volunteer American families in all 50 States 
have hosted 15,500 young professionals. Seventy-five percent of 
Open World’s fiscal year 2009 appropriated funds were expended 
on U.S. -based goods and services. Our U.S. hosts immersed these 
professionals in American life and values, contributing an esti- 
mated $1.9 million in cost shares in 2009. American volunteer 
hosts have stepped forward keeping the demand for the 2010 visi- 
tors at nearly triple the supply. 

(423) 
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DOUBLING THE NUMBER OF CONGRESSIONAL MEETINGS 

Thanks to the committee’s guidance, in 2010 we have signifi- 
cantly changed our work with Members of Congress. We have more 
than doubled the number of Open World delegates’ meetings with 
Congress, involving half of our program participants now. 

DRAFTING A MORE LEGISLATIVELY-ORIENTED STRATEGIC PLAN 

The Open World Board of Trustees has directed the center to 
draft a new strategic plan with goals that will engage Members of 
Congress and their constituents even more. We bring people from 
all 83 regions of Russia, all parts of Ukraine, from the Caucasus 
and Central Asia. They now constitute 10 percent of the Russian 
Duma, one-third of the Council of Judges, and are engines for 
change in fields from education to medicine. One example in the se- 
curity field, a Georgian delegate who, drawing on his Open World 
experience, drafted a bill on cybersecurity, was then promoted to 
be his country’s first cybersecurity czar. He is now in contact with 
experts he met on Open World at the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity to craft a strategy to thwart cyberattacks on his country. 

EFFICIENCY AND COST EFFECTIVENESS 

Open World offers an extraordinary bang for the buck in terms 
of efficiency, cost-effectiveness and value. The center boasts an 
overhead rate of about 7 percent, and every grant contains cost- 
shared elements. Unfortunately, to keep costs down, I have had to 
let go one of our nine staff here in Washington. 

Funding at the level requested by the Board will enable the Cen- 
ter to resume its important nonproliferation program, bringing nu- 
clear experts to enhance working relationships not covered by other 
programs. We will expand to Armenia, Uzbekistan and Belarus, 
and will fund a full-time development expert. With your support, 
Americans in hundreds of congressional districts throughout the 
United States will engage a promising new generation of political 
and civic leaders, parliamentarians, mayors, environmentalists, 
anti-human trafficking activists in a dialogue that has doubled the 
number, for example, of Rotary Clubs throughout the region, and 
created 20 sister courts. 

This unprecedented congressional program has proven to be an 
exciting vehicle to linking grassroots professionals and emerging 
leaders. It furthers the effort to create more transparent and ac- 
countable governments and expands cooperative arrangements be- 
tween America and Eurasia. 

I would also like to mention my staff is here, some of them: Jane 
Sargus, our financial management officer; Chang Suh, Congres- 
sional Liaison, and from Russia, stranded here in Washington now, 
Alex Khilkov. 

Thank you. Madam Chair and Mr. Aderholt. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. Ambassador. 

[Mr. O’Keefe’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Statement of Ambassador John O’Keefe 
Executive Director 
Open World Leadership Center 
Before the 

Subcommittee on Legislative Branch 
Committee on Appropriations 
United States House of Representatives 
Fiscal Year 2011 Budget Request 
March 24, 2010 

Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholt, and other Members of the Subcommittee, I 
appreciate the opportunity to present testimony on the Open World Leadership Center’s 
budget request for fiscal year 2011. The Open World Leadership Center, of which 1 am 
the Executive Director, is a unique congressional center that is a resource for Members of 
Congress and their staff and constituents. It seeks to assist Congress in its foreign policy 
oversight responsibilities and aid Congress in interparliamentary and similar legislative 
activities. In this capacity, the Center conducts one of the largest U.S. exchange 
programs for Eurasia, through which some 6,100 volunteer American families in all 50 
states have hosted thousands of emerging leaders from former Soviet countries. As a 
result of these exchanges, hundreds of projects and partnerships beneficial to all have 
been initiated and enhanced. All of us at the Center are very grateful for Congress’s 
continued support, and to the Members of Congress who participate in the Center’s Open 
World program and who serve on our governing board. We look forward to working 
with you, other Members of Congress, congressional interest groups, and volunteer hosts 
throughout the United States to set the future path of Open World. 

Last year, this subcommittee suggested that the Center seek greater congressional 
involvement in the Open World program and develop a strategic plan that makes our 
agency an even more valuable resource for the legislative branch. I am pleased to share 
with you that nearly one out of two program participants in 2009 — 48 percent — met with 
Members of Congress or their staff. This is an increase of 100 percent from 2008. When 
our board convened on February 4, 2010, we discussed important legislative components 
of a new strategic plan for 2012-2016, and 1 look forward to sharing these components 
with you. First, though, I would like to update you on the Center’s operations and some 
recent program accomplishments. 

More than 15,000 emerging leaders from Russia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Georgia, 
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Lithuania, and Uzbekistan 
have participated in Open World. Significantly, more than 48 million Muslims reside in 
countries where Open World is active, and these countries have approximately 2,000 
miles of shared borders with Iran and Afghanistan. 

Since its inception, the Center has awarded grants for overseeing our U.S. 
exchanges to 60 organizations headquartered in 25 different states and the District of 
Columbia. These grantee organizations host delegations themselves or award subgrants 
to local host organizations to do so. By 2010, well over 600 local host organizations — 
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including universities and community colleges. Rotary clubs and other service 
organizations, sister-city associations, and international visitor councils and other 
nonprofits in all 50 states and the District of Columbia — had conducted Open World 
exchanges for the Center. 

More than 75 percent of Open World’s fiscal year 2009 appropriated funds were 
expended on U.S. goods and services through contracts and grants — much of it at the 
local community level. American volunteers in 48 states and the District of Columbia 
home hosted Open World participants in calendar year 2009, contributing a large portion 
of the estimated $1.9 million given to the program in the form of cost shares. 

In fiscal year 2010, Open World had a 14 percent reduction in appropriated funds. 
As a consequence. Open World terminated one of its most important but costliest 
programs, the nonproliferation exchange program for Russian nuclear experts and 
decision makers. Open World was also forced to reduce the number of calendar year 
2010 participants from the 1,400 planned to 1,300. Still, through cost shares, contract 
renegotiations, donations, and an interagency transfer, the Center was able to maintain 
the quality of the Open World program as well as to double the number of participants 
from the Republic of Georgia. 

The Center’s budget request of $14 million for fiscal year 201 1 was set at the 
direction of our Board of Trustees, We will seek to fulfill our Board-approved strategic 
plan to expand to Armenia, Uzbekistan, and Belarus, as well as to bolster our 
development efforts. We plan to bring 1,400 participants in calendar year 2011 through 
additional cost shares from our U.S. hosts as well as from our partners abroad. We 
estimate that, again, more than 75 percent of the appropriated funds will be spent on U.S. 
goods and services, including $4.47 million in direct grants to American host 
organizations. The funds will allow thousands of Americans throughout the United 
States and their counterparts abroad to generate hundreds of new projects and 
partnerships and other concrete results. 

Open World Program Results 

There are many examples of solid, productive results from the Open World 
program: 

A Moscow principal who is pioneering inclusive education at her school instituted 
new curriculum activities for her students with disabilities — and became an advocate for 
Individualized Education Programs for special-needs students — after her 2008 Open 
World education exchange to Worcester, Massachusetts. Russian President Dmitry 
Medvedev met with this alumna and toured her institution on September 1, 2009, the first 
day of the Russian school year. The Russian president was impressed by the curriculum 
additions and by the alumna’s point that inclusive schools like hers do not receive any 
government funding to defray the cost of the extra services provided to special-needs 
children. President Medvedev said he would have the Ministry of Education look into 
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this funding issue and praised the alumna’s school for being in the vanguard of inclusive 
education. The school visit was covered by three national TV channels. 

In agribusiness, a Moldovan alumnus. Dr. Gheorghe Arpentin, commenced a 
series of Skype online lectures recently at the request of North Carolina grape growers, 
many of whom have recently converted their tobacco fields into grape vineyards. The 
first lecture, on using organic viticulture, was well received; Dr Arpentin’s 
recommendations were referred by members of the North Carolina Wine and Grape 
Council to North Carolina State University, where they are now being field tested on 
North Carolina soils for prospective application. Dr. Arpentin was recently named a 
deputy minister of agriculture. His second lecture is scheduled for late April 2010. 

This is what one of the American participants in Dr. Arpentin’s first Skype class 
had to say: 

The SKYPE Lecture on Grape Growing by Dr. Arpentin from Moldova was 
exactly what we needed. We Americans tend to reach for “chemicals” to increase 
our crop productions. Dr. Arpentin directed us to “go natural with use of select 
rotated wild grasses” which will increase our yield, decrease bitterness of the 
grape, maximize plumpness and yes, save us money. With Moldova's three 
thousand year history of successful grape growing and wine making and with 
Moldova’s awards in the field, 1 listened closely and learned. 

In an example touching on U.S. security interests, Open World Georgian 
delegates involved in drafting their country’s personal data protection act met in 
November 2009 with House Energy and Commerce Committee staff members working 
on H.R. 2221, the Data Accountability and Trust Act, to discuss and compare their 
legislative provisions. Upon returning home, one of the delegates became the director of 
the Georgian Ministry of Justice’s Data Exchange Agency, which is responsible for the 
nation’s cybersecurity and e-govemment program. He continues to communicate with 
those he met on Open World, including representatives from the Department of 
Homeland Security’s Computer Emergency Readiness Team and congressional staffers. 

At the Civil Society Summit held in Moscow last July in conjunction with the 
U.S.-Russian Presidential Summit, 12 of the 75 American and Russian attendees were 
Open World partners. All 12 now serve on working groups for the U.S.-Russian Bilateral 
Presidential Commission, which was created as a result of the presidential summit to 
explore new opportunities for U.S.-Russian partnership. In January 2010, a Russian 
alumnus was invited back to Washington, D.C., where he had spent much of his 2008 
Open World visit, to participate in the inaugural meeting of the Commission's civil 
society working group. The alumnus, who heads a nongovernmental organization (NGO) 
that aids homeless, exploited, and at-risk children and teens in Astrakhan Region, is an 
authority on child welfare issues, a major focus of the working group’s first meeting. He 
is also active in advocating for Russia to create a counterpart agency to the Virginia- 
based National Center for Missing and Exploited Children, which he first learned 
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about — and visited — during his Open World exchange. This same alumnus was just 
appointed to and made chairman of the Astrakhan city election commission. 

Open World alumni are continuing to climb up the ladder into leadership 
positions while bringing about changes from the periphery in and the bottom up. The 
Open World Leadership Center tracks these and other such results using eight categories, 
or “bins,” such as partnerships with Americans, alumni projects inspired by the Open 
World experience, and benefits to Americans. Since launching a results database in 
August 2007, Open World has identified more than 3,000 results (see attached Results 
Chart). 

Open World and Congress 

As a U.S. Legislative Branch entity, the Open World Leadership Center links 
Congress to experienced and enthusiastic citizens throughout the United States who are 
engaged in projects and programs in Open World countries, and actively supports the 
foreign relations initiatives of Congress. The Open World program routinely involves 
Members in its hosting activities and is responsive to congressional priorities. Seven of 
the 18 congressional members of the Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe 
(Helsinki Commission) met with Open World delegates last year. The Center also 
regularly consults with the Congressional Georgia Caucus, the Congressional Ukrainian 
Caucus, the Russia Caucus, the Congressional Azerbaijan Caucus, the Congressional 
Caucus on Central Asia, the Friends of Kazakhstan Caucus, other congressional entities, 
and individual Members with specific interests in Open World countries or thematic 
areas. 


Some examples of Member and congressional staff interaction with Open World 
in 2009 and early 2010 are: 

• In January 2010, Congressman David Price of North Carolina hosted a group of 
Moldovan parliamentarians in Raleigh and then in Washington, D.C. The group’s 
visit coincided with that of Moldovan Prime Minister Vlad Filat to both of these 
cities in order to further cement sister-state relations between North Carolina and 
Moldova. The Moldovan delegates proposed and discussed the idea of forming a 
North Carolina Caucus in their parliament. 

• Representative Robert Aderholt of Alabama, a cochair of the Friends of 
Kazakhstan Caucus, met in September with Kazakhstan’s youngest member of 
parliament, Bakhyt Syzdykova. During their meeting, they discussed the idea of 
establishing a relationship between the Alabama Youth Legislature and the 
Kazakh Youth Parliament. Since then, we have begun making plans to bring 
regional coordinators for the Kazakh Youth Parliament to Alabama on an Open 
World exchange. 

» Pennsylvania Representative Allyson Schwartz, cochair of the Congressional 
Georgia Caucus, met in November with Georgian parliamentarians to discuss 
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opportunities for future collaboration with the Caucus, and Georgia’s geopolitical 
situation. 

• Representative Tom Price of Georgia, who cochairs the Russia Caucus, met in 
October with 10 health care leaders from across Moscow Region who had 
traveled to Atlanta for an intensive weeklong program at Emory University. He 
discussed his ideas about the work of the Caucus and learned about the ongoing 
collaboration on perinatal care between citizens in Atlanta and Moscow. 

• Representative Chris Van Hollen met in December with Russian civic leaders 
who were exploring special education during a weeklong visit to Montgomery 
County, Maryland. They discussed his sponsorship of legislation to fully fund the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. 

• Open World arranged meetings with alumni leaders for the members of a 
congressional staff delegation during their late August-early September visit to 
Moldova, Georgia, and Russia. In Moldova, the congressional staff delegation 
met with mayors who had been hosted in North Carolina in 2007 on Open World. 
During this meeting, the staff delegation presented the mayors with letters of 
greeting from North Carolina State Representative Larry Brown and Winston- 
Salem Mayor Allen Joines, who had both taken part in the Moldovan mayors’ 
Open World visit. 

• At the invitation of Chairman Eni Faleomavaega of the House Subcommittee 
on Asia, the Pacific and the Global Environment, I participated this past 
December in a roundtable discussion with high-ranking Kazakhstani government 
officials about their country’s human rights record. 

Open World plans to build on these congressional partnerships and to be even 
more active in serving Congress. 

Nonappropriated Open World Funding 

The Center, which is authorized to receive contributions from private sources, has 
redoubled its efforts to seek a wide range of supporters to increase and further diversify 
funding and strengthen the Open World program through cost-share partnerships. The 
major sources of nonappropriated funding are direct contributions from foundations and 
individuals, interagency transfers of funds, cost shares from Open World grantees and 
American hosts, and other forms of in-kind contributions, especially for Open World’s 
alumni program, which receives no appropriated funds. 

In an effort to track the very generous in-kind support Open World receives from 
grantees and American citizens, the Center in 2007 initiated a cost-share reporting 
requirement for all grantees participating in the program. We received $1.7 million in 
donated goods and services from hosts and grantees in 2008 — equal to 19 percent of the 
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Center’s fiscal year 2008 appropriation. While the exact figure for 2009 will not be 
available until later this spring, early estimates indicate it will be near $1.9 million. 

As an example of cost shares from grantees. Supporters of Civil Society in Russia 
(SCSR), the American partner of the prestigious Moscow School of Political Studies 
(MSPS), contributed $95,000 worth of lodging, meals, interpretation services, and other 
goods and services — 53 percent of the total U.S. programming cost — to bring one group 
of 20 emerging Russian leaders nominated by MSPS to St. Louis, Missouri, in April 2009 
and another group of 28 to Chicago, Illinois, in October 2009 for intensive accountable 
governance programming. Open World awarded a 2010 grant to SCSR to host again in 
both these locations with a similar cost share. 

Concurrently, Open World actively seeks donations from private sources. In 
2009, Open World Trustee Walter Scott made three-year pledge of $525,000 from his 
family foundation to support Open World programs. Under the expert guidance of our 
development consultant, the Center is also approaching other individuals and 
organizations interested in the region. 

Reciprocal visits by Americans to Open World alumni help fulfill Open World’s 
mission of strengthening peer-to-peer ties and partnerships. These visits by American 
professionals, hosts, or grantees involved in Open World are self-funded. For example, 
in May 2009, eight representatives of the League of Woman Voters, an Open World 
grantee organization, traveled to Moscow, Kaluga, and St. Petersburg, Russia, and 
discussed electoral processes and women’s political leadership with more than 25 alumni 
who had been hosted by various chapters of the League. Numerous U.S. judges and legal 
experts involved with Open World exchanges also make independently financed 
reciprocal trips to meet with program alumni. In 2009, American jurists involved with 
Open World’s rule of law program made 59 reciprocal professional visits to Open World 
countries to meet with program alumni and senior judicial leaders to discuss judicial 
reform. 


Direct contributions from individuals, foundations, and other private sources 
during the same time period totaled more than $400,000. A fiscal 2009 interagency 
agreement with the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA) supported all the hosting 
costs (up to $500,000) of the Russian Cultural Leaders Program. 

Finally, in response to the House Appropriations Committee report language 
directing Open World to further accelerate its fundraising efforts, the Center has 
temporarily engaged the services of a development consultant. In tandem with helping 
define and update our strategic goals and agency mission statement, this specialist will 
help the Center establish an in-house capacity for fundraising. 

Open World 2010 Activities, 2011 Plans, and 2012-2016 Strategic Planning 

Interest in the Open World program remains vibrant within the American hosting 
community. The “demand” for Open World visitors from Russia in 2010 is more than 
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double the “supply” — potential American grantees applied to host up to 1,816 Russian 
participants, while the Center will only have funding to bring 750 to the United States. 
For the 2010 Ukraine program, demand was triple the supply of available hosting slots, 
and for Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Tajikistan, and 
Turkmenistan, potential grantees proffered atotal of 1,158 hosting slots, while Open 
World can afford to host only 314 visitors from these seven countries. 

Open World continues this year to host in thematic areas that advance U.S. 
national interests in general, and congressional interests in particular, and that generate 
concrete results while strengthening the ties between American communities and their 
partners abroad. This programming emphasizes and builds on Open World’s incremental 
successes in such areas as governance (focusing on the legislative branch’s role in 
helping to bring about good governance and affecting public policy), the rule of law, 
human-trafficking prevention and prosecution, and environmental issues. This year Open 
World will also increase its non-Russian programming to approximately 46 percent of its 
total programming, which is double Open World’s 2007 level of non-Russian 
programming. 

One example that demonstrates Open World’s commitment to supporting existing 
partnerships and initiatives is our involvement with the 15-year-old relationship between 
Maryland and Russia’s Leningrad Region. Open World has sponsored 14 Leningrad- 
Region delegation visits to Maryland since 2002, helping this sister-state partnership 
work on such substantive areas as accountable governance, education, social services, 
and the rule of law. 

In turn, the State of Maryland has funded reciprocal visits to Russia. In August 
2009, a delegation of Maryland educators led by the director of international affairs of the 
Maryland Secretary of State’s Office visited Leningrad Region. Then in December, an 
official Maryland Sister States delegation met in Russia with over 40 Open World alumni 
associated with this partnership and worked with government officials to nominate an 
Open World delegation of Leningrad regional legislators. 

These regional legislators were hosted for Open World in January 2010 by the 
Maryland Secretary of State’s Office. The delegation spent much of its time in the 
Maryland legislature, focusing on how a state-level legislature functions and on the 
legislative process. Other programming covered such topics as legislative advocacy, 
lobbying, ethics, state taxation and fiscal structure, and economic development. 

The Center will also continue women as leaders programs, like the one planned in 
April 2010 for a delegation of women parliamentarians from Kyrgyzstan and Kazakhstan. 
Their programs will focus on women’s issues, with the Kyrgyzstani leaders participating 
in Congresswoman Eddie Bernice Johnson’s Women’s Peace Initiative in Dallas, Texas, 
and the Kazakhstani leaders being hosted in Illinois by Congresswoman Debbie 
Halvorson. 
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In 2010 and 2011, the Center will actively seek to host more regional 
legislators — especially legislators from Central Asia and the Caucasus, based on 
congressional interest. We will have a large pool of newly elected regional legislators to 
draw from. Rule of law programming for Open World countries whose judiciaries 
demonstrate continued movement towards independence will also have a focus. Finally, 
with Board approval and in consultation with the Appropriations Committees, the Center 
is prepared in 201 1 to expand the Open World program into other countries. 

By the end of this fiscal year, the Center will have finalized a new strategic plan 
spanning 2012-2016 with a focus on making the Center an even more valuable resource 
for Congress and its constituents. There will be in-depth program changes to increase 
congressional involvement in Open World and focused efforts to provide support to the 
constituent hosts who have established programs and partnerships in Open World 
countries. The Board, in its preliminary discussion of the new Strategic Plan, suggested 
considering the following: 

• Ensuring that a substantial portion of future program participants are legislators, 
either at the national, regional or local level. 

• Engaging more Members of Congress to host Open World parliamentarians. 

• Increasing the percentage of Open World delegations that meet with Members of 
Congress, congressional entities, and/or congressional .staff to discuss issues of 
relevance to both sides. 

• Ensuring that every delegation gains a working understanding of the role of the 
U.S. Congress and state and local legislatures in government operations. 

• Adding subthemes to Open World programming to highlight how citizens and 
interest groups work to affect the legislative process at the federal, state, and local 
levels. 

Fiscal Year 2011 Budget Request 

Funding at the requested level of $14 million will enable the Center to fully 
respond to congressional interests in the region and beyond while continuing its proven 
mission of hosting young political and civic leaders who return home to launch projects 
and programs in cooperation with their American counterparts and hosts. The Board of 
Trustees believes that maintaining a robust grassroots-based Open World presence in the 
region is necessary and important for future U.S. relations in these politically significant 
countries. 

The budget request, in conjunction with projected donations and cost shares, will 
also allow the Center to increase hosting to a level of approximately 1,400 total 
participants. Actual allocations of participant slots to individual countries will be based 
on Board of Trustees recommendations and consultations with the Subcommittee and the 
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U.S. Embassies in these countries. The requested funding will also help offset an 
expected decrease in prior year recovered funds and Trust revenue income. 

Major categories of requested funding are; 

• Personnel Compensation and Benefits and other operating expenses 

(S1.73 mil) 

• Contracts ($7.8 mil - awarded to U.S.-based entities) that include: 

■ Coordinating the delegate nomination and vetting process 

■ Obtaining visas and other travel documents 

■ Arranging and paying for air travel 

■ Coordinating with grantees and placing delegates 

• Providing temporary health insurance for participants 

• Grants ($4.47 mil - awarded to U.S. host organizations) that include 
the cost of providing; 

■ Professional programming for delegates 

■ Meals outside of those provided by home hosts 

■ Community activities 

• Local transportation 

■ Professional interpretation 

• Administrative support 


Conclusion 

In an increasingly connected world, where citizen ambassadors on Main Street are 
conducting important work in the sphere of public diplomacy, Open World gives 
community leaders a unique institutional base in the legislative branch for partnering with 
Congress while providing them with the resources to succeed. As Dr. James Billington, 
chairman of the Open World Board of Trustees, stated at the annual Board meeting on 
February 4, 2010; 

Citizen diplomacy is becoming much more important. In an increasingly 
connected world, it is not just State Department officials but North Carolina 
farmers who now have access to a deputy minister in Moldova. And the federal 
judge who hosts counterparts in Kentucky is now in direct contact with a supreme 
court justice in Ukraine. The secretary of state from Maine regularly exchanges 
emails with the mayor of Arkhangelsk, Russia. Open World helps create these 
and thousands more lines of communication. 

Open World offers an extraordinary “bang for the buck” in terms of efficiency, 
cost-effectiveness, and value. The Center boasts an overhead rate of about 7 percent, 
every grant contains cost-shared elements, and more than 75 percent of our appropriation 
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is plowed back into the American economy every year. At the local level, where the 
funds and the jobs are most needed, our delegates, as part of their “after hours” Open 
World experience, participate in American life at local restaurants, cultural sites, sporting 
events, shopping centers, and other places in the community. During the professional 
portion of their local program, they not only benefit from working with their American 
counterparts, but also share their own expertise in turn. In this way, the Center is both a 
mini-stimulus plan as well as a true international exchange program. 

Funding the 201 1 Open World program at the requested level of $14 million will 
allow Americans in hundreds of Congressional Districts throughout the United States to 
engage up-and-coming Eurasian political and civic leaders — such as parliamentarians, 
environmentalists, and anti-human trafficking activists — in projects and ongoing 
partnerships. Americans will, once again, open their doors and give generously to help 
sustain this successful congressional program that focuses on a region of profound 
interest to U.S. foreign policy. To that end, the Subcommittee’s interest and support have 
been essential ingredients in Open World’s success. 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We are in a very difficult fiscal year, 
as you know, more difficult than most. We have asked each agency 
to give us a flat budget proposal and how that would leave them. 
How much of your requested increase is required to maintain the 
program at the current level, and how much is the new, expanded 
efforts? 


FLAT BUDGET SCENARIO 

Amb. O’Keefe. We can do the program at this year’s funding 
level with a reduction of about 4 percent of participants. The reduc- 
tion is because of increased airfare and higher contract costs, just 
to get them from here to there. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. So all of your 

Amb. O’Keefe. The 2 million is to do those things that I said, 
the development person, the expansion to strategically important 
countries to the United States, and to reinstate the program bring- 
ing these nuclear experts over. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. To reinstate a program 

Amb. O’Keefe. We brought individuals from Russian nuclear 
labs and facilities that store plutonium and highly enriched ura- 
nium. And last year we had a breakthrough. Rosatom, which con- 
trols all of these facilities, would not participate in any embassy 
programs, but they decided to join our program. Unfortunately, we 
can’t do it this year because it is very expensive. It is almost twice 
the cost of our other programs. So we had to cut. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Your budget materials indicate a re- 
duction in FTEs from 11 to 10 FTEs, but you don’t indicate a rea- 
son or the projected savings from that reduction. Can you explain 
the change? 


REDUCTION IN FTES 

Amb. O’Keefe. The reduction from 11 to 10 happened this year, 
and we had a 14 percent decrease in our budget from the previous 
year. And so we entered the year with that number of FTE, but 
in March I had to eliminate a person to make it through. So for 
next year we are going to have one less than we started with. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. We have worked with you over 
the last several fiscal years to try to push you to begin to find re- 
sources in other places. Can you tell us what commitments Open 
World has received this year for funding from nonlegislative branch 
sources, public or private? 

GIFTS AND DONATIONS 

Amb. O’Keefe. Yes, ma’am. Just to frame the answer, last year 
we received gifts of $413,000. This year we are projecting $620,000. 
So we have upped it somewhat. Our projections for 2011, to be very 
frank, are $325,000 right now. We are hoping the person we have 
working with us on our development strategy will create successes 
on our grant proposals. In addition to which, this year we did get 
$100,000 from the National Endowment for the Arts for cultural 
programs, which I do not believe we will have next year. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Why is your projection for funding 
$300,000 less for this fiscal year? 
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Amb. O’Keefe. It is funds that have already been committed. In 
other words, it is donors who are giving over a 3-year period. And 
this is either the second or the third tranche. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. This past fall you informed us that 
the Board was examining a new plan for diverse funding. Is that 
a plan that has been approved by the Board? And if it has, can you 
provide us with an update? 

PLAN FOR diversified FUNDING 

Amb. O’Keefe. Yes, ma’am. The outline of the plan has been 
given to the Board, and it involves three rubrics. The first would 
be foundations, and part of that plan is to submit grant proposals. 
We have put in three so far, with separate organizations. 

The second part is to seek funds from corporate donors. I am a 
little new to this process, but the development of a relation to a 
corporation is one that is in stages. I think first they have to see 
what it means to their bottom line, why would I want to give to 
this organization, how does it help my corporation, and what is it 
doing in a region in Russia or the Caspian. And then we need to 
do a small program so that their confidence is built, and then we 
can move to a bigger program. So that is a process. 

And then the third is individual givers, and that is individuals 
who are excited about Open World and introduce their friends to 
it, and we hope they get excited, too. 

So those are the three areas we are working on. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And you have hired the development 
consultant, as you just mentioned? 

Amb. O’Keefe. For 6 months. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And that person is working with you 
currently? 

Amb. O’Keefe. At this very moment. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And have they yielded any resources? 

Amb. O’Keefe. Not yet. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Do they have a plan that they are 
working off of? 

Amb. O’Keefe. The development person wrote up the grant pro- 
posals. She is with an individual visiting from Russia right now, 
going to various corporations in and around here and in Maryland, 
kind of working on who we can approach. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Is this a full-time staff member? 

Amb. O’Keefe. Four days a week. And it is a contractor. So we 
contracted for so many hours and so much delivered. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Generally a development officer or de- 
velopment staffer would work off of a plan, an overall goal, a budg- 
et. Do you have something that she is working off of that helps you 
know what your goal is and how she is getting there? 

Amb. O’I^efe. I can provide you the contract that we had for 
her and the deliverables. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Yes, if you could provide that for the 
record, that would be helpful. 

Amb. O’Keefe. I will do that. 

[Clerk’s note. — ^Additional information provided by Open World 
follows:] 
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Open World Development Contractor 
STATEMENT OF WORK 


General Statement: The Open World Development Contractor will perform a wide 
range of activities related to fund raising initiatives with foundations, corporations, and 
individuals. Works with key Open World management officials, Board Members, staff, 
and other contractors on strategy, cultivation, proposal writing, and securing foundation 
grants, in-kind gifts, and cash gifts in support of Open World programs. 

As an expert in the field of fund raising, further refines and begins to implement the 
Center’s Development Plan that was presented to the Board of Trustees on 08/31/09, 
gives advice on initial interactions with foundations and other potential funders, works 
closely with Open World management, staff, and other contractors to prepare grant 
proposals and/or other funding requests for submission to foundations, corporations and 
private individuals. 

Statement of Work: 

1 . Refines the Center’s Development Plan, with special focus on creating a more 
detailed Resource Development Calendar. 

2. Oversees the formulation of a basic fund raising packet of materials and develops 
presentations reflecting the benefit to the donor of support of Open World. 

3. Conducts training and gives guidance to Open World staff on effective fund 
raising strategies and methodologies. 

4. Based on knowledge of foundation, corporate, and international organization 
donors and grant-makers, especially those with interests in Eurasia, advises on: 1) 
other funding sources, besides those identified in the Development Plan, that 
might be appropriate for particular projects; 2) the best manner of approaching a 
potential grantor; and 3) formulation of specific proposals. 

5. Conducts necessary research and/or oversees research on potential foundation, 
corporate, and international organization donors, using resources provided by the 
Library of Congress. 

6. Advises on specific terms of donor support. 

7. Develops follow-up plan for continuing communications with past, current, and 
potential donors. 

Justification: The Center has been instructed by Congress to seek funding support from 
private sources, other governments and international organizations, and other federal 
agencies. The Center does not have on-site staff expertise in fund raising and does not 
have budgetary resources to hire permanent staff to conduct fund raising. 
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DELIVERABLES 

Develops and implements multi-year fundraising program including major gifts, 
planned giving, grants, corporate gifts, individual gifts; includes strategies and 
action plans for implementation and specific measurable outcomes: 

Reviews and researches private funding opportunities and verifies 
potential funding sources to determine possible donors 

Expands funding contacts in the private sector including foundations, 
corporations, and individuals 

Identifies emerging business leaders and industry trends with an emphasis 
on developing long-term high-value corporate alliances and philanthropic 
support 

Enumerates and describes goals and objectives for fundraising; establishes 
and implements policies, procedures, and programs to achieve those goals 

Reviews and creates materials for proposals and presentations, including 
Open World background material, solicitation letters, etc. 

Develops fundraising strategies, creates customized proposals to meet 
both donor intention and organizational needs 

Plans meetings and events to solicit new donor partners 

Refines annual development plan with primary responsibility for 
implementation of the plan 

Provides assessment of program progress and future development 
prospects for the Executive Director’s presentation to Congressional 
oversight subcommittee 

Contract Cost Estimate: 

Fixed price contract assuming $1 1,000 per month for six months NTE $66,000 
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Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But continue. 

Amb. O’Keefe. Okay. The main thing we need is for us to have 
our own capacity to do this. And so part of what she has to do is 
train us. She also has to flesh out our general plan into, just as 
you say, a development plan that has stages, has goals, has work 
that we have to get done. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Is part of her contract to write such 
a plan? 

Amb. O’Keefe. Yes, ma’am. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. I don’t have any other ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Aderholt. 

Mr. Aderholt. Of course, I know we have talked about in the 
past about the Open World Leadership program is different from 
a lot of other programs, the exchange program that is out there. 
Just briefly just remind the committee, the subcommittee, how it 
is different here as opposed to other programs that may be already 
in place in other facets of the Federal Government. 

HOW open world serves congress 

Amb. O’Keefe. Yes, sir. I think the first factor is the fact that 
we are here in the legislative branch serving Congress. And one of 
the things that the chair last year mentioned was the number of 
exchange programs. I checked on these programs, not simply ones 
for Russia, but all over, and how many agencies had them. There 
are over 200 exchange programs associated with various govern- 
ment agencies. Congress has such tremendous oversight respon- 
sibilities. We at least provide what every other agency with much 
less responsibility has. So, for example, if a Member of Congress 
had a particular interest in a region, we are bringing people who 
can fill in the gaps as it were. 

I think the second part is that we are, as you know, very ori- 
ented towards constituents, very oriented towards civic organiza- 
tions. And as you know very well, civic organizations build commu- 
nities, and through our grantmaking process we keep these viable. 
And that is, I think, particularly helpful. 

The third thing is that because we do the home stays, because 
we are very oriented towards these civic groups, because we bring 
professionals to link with other professionals, we are not giving an 
agenda. People who go through this program come back with a 
much more positive view of the United States because they are 
with people who have the same issues, the same problems. It is a 
powerful tool from that standpoint. 

And I think lastly, as I mentioned before, we are very cost-effi- 
cient. And part of it is that we are modest in size, and we will stay 
that way. 

Mr. Aderholt. You mentioned the home stays. Is that different 
from most other programs? Or how does that compare to other pro- 
grams? 

Amb. O’Keefe. For most other programs, there are no home 
stays. There is one program called Community Connections that 
does have some home stays associated with it. 

Mr. Aderholt. But by and large, they are usually not? 

Amb. O’Keefe. No, sir. No other ones that I know of 
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Mr. Aderholt. I noticed in your testimony where you had talked 
about the strategic plan to expand to Armenia, Uzbekistan and 
Belarus. Tell us a little bit about that, what the Board envisions 
in trying to expand in that region. 

IMPORTANCE OF THE REGION 

Amb. O’Keefe. Uzbekistan is fairly critical. And we just looked 
at the events in Kyrgyzstan in the last 2 weeks. There is an air- 
base there that is very critical to our operations in Afghanistan, 
and there used to be one in Uzbekistan, but it was closed in 2005. 
These countries are ruled by individuals who have been in power 
for many years. They are in their seventies. There will be a transi- 
tion. And by moving into a place like Uzbekistan, which is the most 
populous country in Central Asia, traditionally the leader — al- 
though Kazakhstan has taken that over somewhat — I believe that 
we can — and the Board believes that it is important to start bring- 
ing this next generation here to expose them to the United States, 
because there really hasn’t been very much of that exchange lately. 
Even though the executive branch might have some problems with 
exchanges because we are, as I mentioned, part of the leg branch, 
we can operate more easily in these kinds of environment. 

Mr. Aderholt. And was I correct in saying those were the three 
countries that you are looking at, Armenia, Uzbekistan and 
Belarus? 

Amb. O’Keefe. Yes, sir. Again, the strategic plan called for going 
to all countries of the former Soviet Union. Belarus lies between 
Russia and Poland, just south of Lithuania. It has been closed to 
Western influence by and large. And in talking with people at the 
embassy, they are frankly desperate for a program. I did tell them 
that if we started it, they would have to pay for half of it, mindful 
of the chair’s desire to spread out our funding. 

Mr. Aderholt. You said Belarus? Is that what you said? 

Amb. O’Keefe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Aderholt. Do we have an ambassador over there at this 
time? 

Amb. O’Keefe. No, we only have a charge. The ambassador and 
almost all the staff were tossed out about 3 years ago. 

Mr. Aderholt. That is what I was thinking. That is still the cur- 
rent situation. 

Amb. O’Keefe. They only have 5 U.S. staff there right now. 

Mr. Aderholt. All right. That is all I have now. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. Thank you very much. 

Amb. O’Keefe. Thank you, ma’am. 

Observations of Board Chairman Dr. James Billington 

Dr. Billington. Let me just add maybe a couple of words. 
Madam Chair, just briefly. First of all, I think that the Board is 
very mindful of your concerns and the committee’s concerns, and 
that we will, of course, honor and respect whatever your decisions 
are. And I think the Board fully recognizes that. They did, how- 
ever, feel obligated to report, and persuaded that I should deliver 
to you what they actually recommended on the basis of the rather 
remarkable things they have done. 
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And I would add to that my personal judgment, having been in- 
volved both as an administrator and as a participant. I was chair- 
man of the board of the Fulbright program for a number of years 
when we introduced American studies for the first time into Rus- 
sia. And I think from the long-term perspective — Open World has 
been as effective as any exchange program, international exchange 
program, that I have been involved in or know about over more 
than half a century now. And I do think that it has been rather 
distinctive in having an already measurable long-term effect on the 
development of an accountable and participatory government and 
a more open and transparent society than any other exchange pro- 
gram that I have known, as evidenced by the celebrations all over 
Russia by the alumni of this program. 

And there are other statistics that we could get into, numbers in 
Duma, numbers on the two top Supreme Courts. Therefore some- 
thing is happening from the bottom up. So I think it is an ex- 
tremely important thing. 

And on the fundraising issue, I have been involved in that my- 
self, and so have other members of the Board. The difficulty has 
been that the business community has not seen — have not had — 
how shall we say — advanced our ventures in the Russian area. I 
think that is beginning to change a little bit. I think relations have 
improved. I think this is particularly good orchestration for — and 
people in the administration who are — who see, who have — this is 
a good background for expanded understanding of our country. 

The most interesting thing about this in terms of all other ex- 
change programs in the Soviet Union and Russia and all other 
countries that form the Soviet Union, everyone has gone back. 
These are young people who are going back and doing something 
in society and beginning to move from the regions that they came 
from into the central Duma, the central courts and so forth. So it 
is a very unique and interesting phenomenon. 

I think I met recently with the head of the American Chamber 
of Commerce in Moscow, and I think they were closer to seeing bet- 
ter prospects. So we have dialogue going with quite a number of 
possible sources, and I hope personally that we will be able to bring 
you a better scoreboard for the private sector. 

And I also note that in light of the Forbes list, the number of 
Russian oligarchs with substantial funds has noticeably increased 
and have been involved in discussions. In fact, when I spoke at the 
dedication of the new library system, which I am advising, I am 
sort of designated by our respective Presidents to expand the dia- 
logue that we have had with this new Presidential leverage system, 
and President Medvedev said to me since I spoke after him — it was 
a dedication in St. Petersburg, which is a good sign — the more 
things you give up, just centralization in Moscow, and connecting 
electronics, and they have studied very closely a lot of things we 
do, and he said that he embraced this program with both arms. 

And what is interesting about it is that it is really a new genera- 
tion of people who are very, very different; 50 percent of them are 
women — a little more than 50 percent. And that reflects the totally 
different complexion of the post-Soviet, post-Communist generation. 
That has never before happened in Russian history. 



442 


So I hope we can give you better results, and I am sure I speak 
for the Board in saying that, but I did feel we should report to you 
what they had said. We appreciate everything you do and have 
done and may need to do. But I just wanted to 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I can appreciate and I know that this 
is a program that you are very supportive of, but this fiscal year 
is an example of the reasons why the last few years I have been 
urging you to begin to find other resources, because of the things 
that we have to fund in the legislative branch. This is not in the 
job description of the legislative branch. This is the only program 
we fund, the only one, and it is an expensive one relative to our 
overall budget. So had you been more aggressive about weaning 
yourself off of your dependence on the legislative branch funding, 
you would not be facing as difficult a time in getting the resources 
that you need in this fiscal year. 

So we are going to do the best we can. That is all I can commit 
to you. So thank you very much. 

Amb. O’Keefe. Thank you. Madam Chair. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 



Wednesday, April 21, 2010. 

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 
WITNESS 

ROBERT C. TAPELLA, PUBLIC PRINTER OF THE UNITED STATES 

Opening Remarks — Chair Wasserman Schultz 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. We now move on to the Govern- 
ment Printing Office. Mr. Tapella, welcome back. 

The Government Printing Office is requesting $167 million in fis- 
cal year 2011. That is a 13 percent increase over last year’s enacted 
level. Again, we are going to face a tough budget year, and we are 
sorting through the “got to haves” versus the “nice to haves.” I 
know that you have challenges with your technological and work- 
force change, and I want to make sure you have the resources that 
you need to manage those transitions. We would love to hear in 
your remarks about how you are modernizing your business proc- 
esses and adapting your workforce to keep up with the changing 
requirements. And if you can also give us an update, which we 
have talked about before, on how you are addressing discrimina- 
tion, police personnel and facilities maintenance issues. Your full 
written statement will be entered into the record. And after Mr. 
Aderholt speaks, you can proceed for 5 minutes. 

Opening Remarks — Mr. Aderholt 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. And welcome back to the sub- 
committee. I was pleased we got to speak last week. Again, thank 
you for your service. I know you have served, I guess, around 5 
years now? 

Mr. Tapella. No. Three years as Public Printer. 

Mr. Aderholt. Three years. And then, of course, I know over a 
decade as a professional House staffer. Even when I came here, you 
were a young professional staff member in the House of Represent- 
atives. So I commend you for your work that you have done on the 
Federal level, and especially in the Federal Digital System. So a lot 
of things have taken place under your reins over at the Govern- 
ment Printing Office. 

So anyway, I look forward to hearing your testimony and the 
progress that GPO has made in the past year. 

Opening Remarks — Public Printer Tapella 

Mr. Tapella. Thank you. Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholt, thank you 
for inviting me here today to discuss GPO’s appropriations request 
for fiscal year 2011. I have submitted my prepared statement for 
the record, and I will just make a few brief remarks to allow plenty 
of time for questions. 
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First off, on behalf of GPO’s 2,300 employees, I want to begin by 
thanking the Subcommittee for supporting our appropriations re- 
quest for fiscal year 2010. It was a great help to us. 

For fiscal year 2011, we are requesting a modest increase of 3 
percent for our Congressional Printing and Binding funds to cover 
projected volume requirements for a first session year. 

For our Superintendent of Documents programs, we need to fund 
mandatory wage and price level requirements, ongoing projects 
supporting depository libraries, and operating expenses for the 
Federal Digital System that are attributable to this program. For 
this account we have about $1.5 million available in prior year 
unspent funds that could be transferred forward with your ap- 
proval. The transfer would reduce our requirement for new funds 
to an increase of only 4 percent. 

For our revolving fund, we are seeking an addition to working 
capital that would cover a range of investments in IT, continuity 
of operations, facility repair, and workforce retraining projects. 

In view of the state of the economy and the constraints on the 
Federal budget, we fully understand there are limitations on what 
the Subcommittee can recommend for us. While not specified as 
such in our original submission, I consider it a top priority among 
our two projects to complete the work on a full-system failover ca- 
pability for FDsys, a need that was accurately pointed out by Mary 
Alice Baish during the public hearings before this Subcommittee in 
February. 


REMARKS ON GPO SECURITY SERVICES 

I would like to conclude by briefly discussing security services of 
the Government Printing Office, the other topic of the public hear- 
ing in February. I made a commitment to professionalize security 
services at the Government Printing Office, and during my tenure 
as the Public Printer, we did that. GPO security services have a 
risk management approach that links threats and vulnerabilities to 
resource requirements, human capital, and technology plans to 
meet the identified risks, and proper oversight and regular valida- 
tion of our contract officer program. 

Our security services have a very different role than a traditional 
police force or even the United States Capitol Police. We have on 
average 1,000 employees in our facility at any given time, and we 
average less than 50 visitors each business day. 

To build a professional force, we increased the standard rate of 
pay for our sworn officers by more than 40 percent, putting our sal- 
ary on par with other professional law enforcement organizations, 
and changed their role from security guard to law enforcement pro- 
fessional. 

We complement the sworn officers with contracted special police 
officers based on the requirements of each post. These contracted 
officers are closely managed. We conduct weekly exercises to test 
and evaluate the contract officers’ ability to detect prohibited items. 
There are now performance plans for every sworn officer written to 
specific law enforcement duties and responsibilities. Seventeen of 
the thirty-nine sworn officers have received cash awards for out- 
standing performance based on these new responsibilities. 



445 


During my tenure as Public Printer, funding for security services 
has risen from $5.2 million per year to $9.9 million. Training dol- 
lars per employee have gone from $330 to $857. We have modern- 
ized equipment, technologies, and resources. We have purchased 
new Glock 40s for our sworn officers to replace the outdated and 
hand-me-down SIG 9-millimeters they once carried. All officers now 
communicate through new digital Motorola radios and base sta- 
tions staffed by professional dispatchers. We have new X-ray and 
magnetometer equipment at all access control points. We have new 
alarm and closed-circuit television systems monitored from a con- 
trol room. We have two new police vehicles, new police badges, new 
uniforms, including an optional Class B utility uniform, new per- 
sonal protective equipment, and defensive tactics gear. 

I welcome any independent qualified review of what we do and 
how we do it. We have been reviewed by the Government Account- 
ability Office, the Department of State’s Diplomatic Security Serv- 
ice, and GPO’s own inspector general. In fact, the GAO, in its re- 
port to this committee last May, said GPO generally conforms to 
the key practices in Government facility protection. I have read 
hundreds, if not thousands, of GAO reports in my career, and that 
is about as good as it gets from the GAO. 

One final note. This is going to be another tough year for GPO, 
as it is for agencies and businesses across America. We are con- 
tinuing to cut costs and scale back expenditures to ensure we live 
within our budget. Last year, with your understanding and sup- 
port, we finished on a sound financial basis, generating a modest 
net income before other operating expenses. We are targeting simi- 
lar financial performance this year, positive but modest. 

Madam Chair, Mr. Aderholt, this concludes my opening remarks, 
and I am happy to answer any questions you may have. Thank 
you. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you very much. 

[Mr. Tapella’s prepared statement follows:] 
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Madam Chair Wasserman Schultz, Mr. Aderhoit, and Members of the Subcommittee on 
Legislative Branch Appropriations: 

It is an honor to be here today to discuss the appropriations request of the Government 
Printing Office (GPO) for FY 2011. 

Results of FY 2009 


FY 2009 began with a flood of activity associated with completing the necessary printing, 
binding, and related work supporting the impending transition of Administrations. For the 
Presidential inauguration, GPO completed a broad variety of printed materials, which for 
the first time included the production of secure credentials for law enforcement personnel 
involved with the event. 

We also issued the quadrennially popular Plum Book, known officially as Policy and 
Supporting Positions, w'hich was printed on behalf of the Senate Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs. Following the inauguration, GPO printed the official 
portraits of President Obama and Vice President Biden for placement by the General 
Services Administration (GSA) in more than 7,000 Federal Government installations around 
the globe. Rounding out this effort, during the year GPO produced the Congressional 
Directory for the 111th Congress, issued by the Joint Committee on Printing, which 
includes a comprehensive directory to both the Senate and the House of Representatives as 
well as the officials of the incoming Administration. 

Throughout the year, GPO worked to fulfil! Us pledge of support for President Obama's 
Open Government Initiative. In February, we launched our Federal Digital System 
(FDsys, at www fdsys.gov), a world-class information management system developed 
to authenticate, preserve, and provide permanent public access to official Federal 
publications. We also offered a number of suggestions to the Administration to help 
implement the President’s initiative, including providing public documents housed on 
FDsys in XML format to facilitate a greater range of user options. In partnership with the 
National Archives and Records Administration's Office of the Federal Register, we carried 
out this suggestion by offering the Federal Register in XMl. By the year's end we were 
poised to follow up making the Code of Federal Regulations available in XML as well. 

In addition to migrating the databases housed on CPO Access to FDsys, GPO also worked 
with staff from the Library of Congress, the Secretary of the Senate, and the Clerk of the 
Ilou.se to develop a report on bulk data downloads of legi.slative information, and during 
the year we worked toward a plan for digitizing printed documents within the Federal 
depository library collection for online public acce.ss. 

To fully support the commitment to environmental sustainability announced by 
the President and Congress, GPO is developing its future based on environmental 
sustainability. This means more than just going green; it means expanding our digital 
operations and making changes in paper, inks, equipment configurations, and energy 
sources so that we can support our customers in Congress, Federal agencies, and the 
public in a more efficient and environmentally responsible way. 
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During the year, with the help of funding provided to the GSA through the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act, we upgraded GPO’s vehicle fleet with more fuel efficient 
and environmentally friendly vehicles. With the approval of the Joint Committee on 
Printing, we increased the postconsumer wa.ste content of the newsprint we use to print 
the Congressional Record and the Federal Register from 40% to 100%. We also began 
an evaluation of how digital printing technologies can help us meet our production 
requirements in the 21st century. 

GPO continued making progress in providing new options to meet the Government's 
secure credential needs. Along with the credentials supporting the Presidential 
inauguration, wc designed, printed, encoded, personalized, and shipped more than 
500,000 Trusted Traveler Program cards (NEXUS, SENTKl, and FAST) for the Department 
of Homeland Security's Customs and Border Protection, and developed additional cards to 
support the Western Hemisphere Travel Initiative, the Medicare program in Puerto Rico, 
and other Federal identification programs. Our smart card production operation is a rapidly 
growing segment of GPO’s Secure and Intelligent Documents business unit, building on the 
expertise and capabilities we bring to our longstanding passport production operations. 

Historically, the events dominating Congress and the Administration are reflected in the 
work produced by GPO. and 2009 was no exception. During the year, GPO recorded the 
debates and printed the legislation resulting in the American Recover>’ and Reinvestment 
Act, as well as the documents associated with consideration of health care reform in the 
House and the Senate and the various appropriations bills and other business before 
Congress. We also completed production of the main edition of the U.5. Code. GPO worked 
through the year to produce the documents required for the upcoming decennial census, 
and also produced thou.sands of traveler cards providing information on the HlNl (swine 
flu) virus on behalf of the Centers for Disease Control. 

To help the public find access to these and other documents, we created a new' email alert 
system that attracted thousands of subscribers, and wc upgraded GPO’s online Catalog of 
Government Publications to help u.scrs find documents in nearby depository libraries. We 
also carried on a longstanding GPO responsibility by updating and i.ssuing a new edition 
of the GPO Style Manual, a publication that has served as a guide to the form and style of 
Federal printing for more than century. 

GPO’s process improvement initiatives focused on obtaining certification under the 
International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 9001, a quality management .system, 
and the implementation of 5.S, a lean manufacturing program, ISO 9001 certification will 
ensure GPO’s continued delivery of products and services that meet customer expectations, 
conserve agency resources, increase efficiency, reduce waste, and improve quality. The 
5S program instills employee process ownership and communicates and maintains 
organization of workspaces. 

I'm pleased to report that the audit of our financial reports and systems for FY 2009 
conducted by KPMG LLP resulted in an “unqualified,” or clean, opinion for GPO. We 
completed the year with a net income of $1.2 million on total revenues of S934.1 million, 
excluding Other Operating Expenses of $4.1 million for an adjustment to GPO’s long term 
workers’ compensation liability and Si. 2 million for a capitalized software impairment Joss. 
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The change in business from ihe previous year was attributable primarily to a reduction 
in overall passport production operations. The adjustment to workers’ compensation 
liability and the capitalized impairment loss did not place GPO in an anti-dcficiency 
position or require additional appropriations, and the state of GPO's finances remains 
sound, particularly as the result of increased new business opportunities in the secure 
and intelligent documents arena and continuing efficiencies achieved as a result of the 
sustained transformation GPO has undergone over the past decade. 

GPO made substantial progres.s in 2009. By the end of the year, wc began developing plans 
for the observance of our 150th anniversaiy', dating to the enactment of the congrcs.sional 
resolution of June 2.3, 1860, which established the Government Printing Office, and to 
March 4, 1861, the day we first opened for business. We look forward to celebrating a 
century and a half of accomplishment in the coming year. 


FY 2011 Appropriations Request 

For FY 2011, we are requesting a total of $166,560,000, W’hich will enable us to: 


■ meet projected requirements for GPO’s congressional printing and binding operations 
during FY 201 1 and recover the shortfall in this account accumulated in FY 2009 and 
projected for FY 2010; 

* fund the operation of GPO’s Superinlendem of Documents programs and provide 
investment funds for necessary information dissemination projects; 


■ continue the development of FDsys and implement other improvements to GPO’s 
information technology infrastructure, perform essential maintenance and repairs to our 
aging buildings, undertake necessary continuity of operations (COOP) initiatives, and 
provide funding for employee retraining and workforce development. 


Congressional Printing and Binding 


FY 2010 Approved 

$ 

93,768,000 


FY 2011 Request 

$ 

96,652,000 


Change 

$ 

2,884,000 


Change includes: 

Price level changes 

$ 

4,192,000 


Volume changes 

($ 

2,844,000) 


Elimination of shortfall 

$ 

1,536,000 



This appropriation pays for the printing and binding for Congress as authorized by 
Title 44, U.S.C., and related statutes. GPO produces the daily and permanent editions of 
the Congressional Record, bills, resolutions, amendments, hearings, committee reports, 
committee prints, documents, stationery, and a wide variety of other products, in both print 
and online formats, that are essential to the legislative process in Congress. GPO provides 
Congress with immediate, reliable serv ice in a work environment under its direct control. 

For FY 2011, we are requesting $96,652,000 for this account, representing an increase of 
$2,884,000 over the level approved for FY 2010. 
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Included in the increase is $1,536,000 to fund the shortfall in this appropriation accujnuiated 
in FY 2009 and projected for FY 2010. TTie shortfall occurred primarily due to increased 
volume for bills, resolutions, amendments, and hearings over our original estimates. 

The balance represents a combination of price level increases that are attributable primarily 
to existing wage contracts and projected cost increases for materials and supplies, as well as 
estimated volume changes in certain workload categories based on historical data for first 
session years. 

GPO projects an overall volume decrease due to projected workload decreases for the daily 
Congressional Record, business calendars, document envelopes and franks, and hearings. 
These decreases are offset in part by projected increased volume for miscellaneous printing 
and services, which will include funding for content management services provided 
for congressional documents maintained on FDsys; committee prints; miscellaneous 
publications including the Congressional Directory for the 1 12th Congress; bills, resolutions, 
and amendments; committee reports; details to Congress including funding for details to 
House conimittces; documents; and the Congressional Record Index. 

Salaries and Expenses of the Superintendent of Documents 

$_40,9;M,0(X) 

$ 44 , 208 ,^ 

$ 3.297.000 

Change includes; 

Mand atory Re quir ement s $_ 1,452 , 000 

Investment Requirements $ 1 ,845,000 


G'JO 


FY 2010 Approved 
FY 201 1 Request 
Change 


Under the relevant provisions of 'fitlc 44, IJ.S.C., GPO carries out its mis.sion to Keep 
America Informed through the information dissemination programs of the Superintendent 
of Documents. These programs include the distribution of publications to approximately 
1,250 Federal depository libraries nationwide (averaging nearly 3 per congressional 
district), cataloging and indexing, distribution to recipients designated by law, and 
di.siribuiion to foreign libraries which provide the Library of Congress with copies of their 
official Government documents in exchange. In addition, GPO's Government documents 
Web site, GPO Access, and its successor, FDsys, provide free online access to nearly a 
quarter million titles, including the Congressional Record, the Federal Register, Supreme 
Court opinions, congressional bills and reports, and other publications, from both GPO's 
servers and links to servers in other Federal agencies. 

For FY 2011, we are requesting $44,208,000 for this account, an increase of $3,297,000 over 
the level approved for 2010. The increase is requested to cover mandatory pay and 
price level increases and continue improving public access to Government information in 
electronic formats. 

Of the total increase, $1,452,000 is for mandatory requirements, which include $715,000 
for pay and price level changes and $737,000 for the level of overhead required to be 
distributed to Salaries and Expense.s programs (the pay raise as submitted was calculated 
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at an increase of 1.6%; an adjustment of this increase to 1.4%, the amount included in 
the President’s budget, would result in a decrease of $26,000 from pay and price level 
changes). 

The increase includes $1,845,000 for continuing investment requirements. This includes 
$2,000,000 for FDsys annual operating costs attributable to Superintendent of Documents 
programs, offset by a reduction of $155,000 in the continued costs of specific projects 
supporting the Federal Depository Library Program and the Cataloging and Indexing 
program, including the modernization of legacy systems, expansion of cataloging and 
indexing services, establishment and utilization of outcomes-based performance measures 
for depository libraries, and funds supporting the digitization of historical print documents 
pending approval of a project for that purpose by the Joint Committee on Printing. 

GPO has the authority — with the approval of the Committees on Appropriations — to 
transfer forward the unexpended balances of prior year appropriations to the revolving 
fund, provided the funding is used to carr>’ out the purposes for which it was originally 
appropriated. At this date there is approximately $1,500,000 remaining unexpended from 
the Salaries and Expenses Appropriation from FY 2005- These funds could be transferred 
forward to offset part of the new funding requested for this account for FY 2011. 

Revolving Fund 

FY 2 0 1 0 Appro ved 
FY 2011_Request_ 

Change 

Change Includes: 

Investments in information t^hnology _ ($ 782,_000) 

Facilit i es maintenance and r e pair _$ 6,250 ,0 00 

Continuity of Operatio ns ( COOP) _ _ $ 4^00,00^ 

Workforce Retraining $ 3,250,000 

All C?PO activities are financed through a business-like revolving fund. The fund is used to 
pay all of GPO’s costs In performing congressional and agency printing, printing procurement, 
and distribution activities. It is reimbursed from payments from customer agencies, sales to 
the public, and transfers from the Congressional Printing and Binding Appropriation and the 
Salaries and Expenses Appropriation of the Superintendent of Documents. The basic purpo,se of 
the revolving fund is to provide temporary financing for GPO operations pending the collection 
of funds for work performed. Whenever GPO has significant investment projects that require 
additional working capital, w-e seek appropriations to the revolving fund to cover the cost of 
those projects. 

For FY 2011, w'e are reque.sting $25,700,000 for this account, to remain available until 
expended, to fund es.sential investments in information technology development, facilities 
maintenance and repair, COOP projects, and workforce retraining. This represents an increase 
of $12,918,000 over the level of funding provided for FY 2010. 


$ 1 2,782 .000 
$ 1^700.000 
$ 12,918,000 
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The request includes $1 1,000,000 for information technology development. This is a decrease 
of S782,000 from the amount of funding provided for this purpose for FY 2010. it includes 
$6,000,000 to continue developing FDsys; $2,000, (X)0 for our Advanced Print Technology 
project, which is reviewing the potential for increasing the use of digital printing and automated 
workflow technologies lo meet congressional and agency printing needs; $1,500,000 to 
continue work with our project to replace GPO's aging automated composition system; and 
$1,500,000 to continue replacing GPO’s legacy business systems with an integrated network of 
Oracle systems. 

We are requesting $7,250,000 for facilities repair and related projects, an increase of $6,250,000 
o%'er the amount provided for this putpose for FY 2010. It includes $2,000,000 for continued 
elevator repairs; $2.0(X),000 initiate the process of relocating production operations from GF*0’s 
building 4 to the main GPO complex; $2,000,000 to begin the systematic upgrade of GPO's 
electrical, plumbing, and structural infrastructure; $1,000,000 for utility monitoring and controls 
to improve energy efficiency; and $250,000 to design and install a public exhibit in support of 
the observance of GPO’s 150th annivereary in March 2011 and to serve as continuing exhibit 
space. 

We are requesting funding for COOP and workforce retraining projects for FY 201 1. and have 
submitted the necessary language changes for this purpose. For COOP, we are requesting 
$2,200,000 to locate and begin equipping a remote COOP operating and command center, 
pending approval by the Joint Committee on Printing, and $2,000,000 for an onsite generator 
at GPO lo supply power to the data center supporting production of congressional and agency 
requirements. 

We are requesting $3,250,000 for several workforce retraining and development programs, 
including $1,000,000 for a Plant Operations Curriculum to build digital competencies; $500,000 
for supervisor development; $500,000 for continuing education for basic skills development; 
$500,000 for certification programs in finance and accounting; $500,000 for a marketing 
curriculum; and $250,000 for a technology integration program for training needs assessments 
and the provision of specialized training to operators and users of business support, technology 
programs. 

Madam Chair Wasserman Schultz, Mr. Aderholt, and Members of the Subcommittee, we 
look forward to working with you, and with your support we can continue GPO’s record of 
achievement, This concludes my prepared statement, and I would be pleased to answer any 
questions the Subcommittee may have. 


U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE ! KEEPING AMERICA INFORMED 


www.gpo.gov 
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WORKFORCE DIVERSITY AND EEO 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. We have been discussing with you 
workforce diversity and your anti-discrimination policies. You 
didn’t really touch on that in your opening remarks. Ensuring that 
you have a reduction in the amount of discrimination complaints 
that are filed is an important priority of the Committee. When I 
met with you a couple of weeks ago, you mentioned that you had 
made some progress on recruiting or promoting women to the non- 
executive supervisory levels of the white-collar workforce. What 
steps have you taken to address diversity problems? And what poli- 
cies, practices or other actions have had the most significant im- 
pact? 

Mr. Tapella. In terms of actual practices, we just submitted our 
quarterly report to this Subcommittee on our actions. We now have 
an EEO and a discriminatory harassment class. I participate in the 
beginning of every single one of those, as do my other senior man- 
agers. We have conducted group focus meetings with employees 
and supervisors. We have been conducting semiannual reviews 
with every single business unit. We are participating in new em- 
ployee orientation to brief new employees on the policies and proce- 
dures relative to EEO. My EEO Director and Assistant Director 
personally review all allegations of discrimination at the informal 
stage to assess whether there might be an opportunity for early 
resolution. And as you will see in the report we just submitted as 
of March 31st, in fiscal year 2009, there were 50 complaints filed; 
as of March 31st fiscal year 2010, 25. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Have you addressed this issue with 
nonsupervisory white-collar workers and executives? 

Mr. Tapella. I am sorry? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Have you addressed the issue in a su- 
pervisory white-collar group? 

Mr. Tapella. Yes. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But have you done it with non- 
supervisory, nonwhite-collar employees? 

Mr. Tapella. Not directly, because, in fact, in most of those posi- 
tions it is a majority minority or other protected classes that are 
in those positions. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. 

Mr. Tapella. I am sorry. I am trying to understand your ques- 
tion. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You have white collar; not white, but 
white collar. 

Mr. Tapella. Correct. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And then you have nonwhite-collar, 
nonsupervisory positions. Have you addressed diversity and this 
EEO training with that population of employees as well? 

Mr. Tapella. We have with new employees. I actually need to 
check on that because I don’t know if we have mandated that for 
all employees. 

Paul, did we mandate that? 

Paul Erickson. [Deputy Public Printer]. We started with the 
management level, and we haven’t taken it down to the lower lev- 
els yet. 
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Mr. Tapella. The first phase, we started with executives. The 
next phase, we started with the white-collar supervisors, and then 
we did all supervisors. That includes the blue-collar supervisors. 
We have not brought it completely down to every single employee 
to have mandatory classroom training. That is the next phase. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. What is the timetable for that? 

Mr. Tapella. I believe that is scheduled for the next fiscal year. 

WORKFORCE PREPAREDNESS FOR TECHNOLOGY CHANGES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Okay. Thank you. 

You have a lot of your workforce that is either eligible for retire- 
ment or approaching eligibility. And then you have changing tech- 
nologies that change job requirements and staffing needs. How is 
the impending large retirement bubble in your agency and techno- 
logical transitions that are being made going to coincide? 

Mr. Tapella. We are anticipating in this fiscal year approxi- 
mately 160 employees leaving the agency, and that is kind of our 
average transition. And it has been our historic average other than 
those years when we did a buyout, dating back about 5 years ago. 

One of the things that we are seeing, is that with the change in 
the economy, many of our employees who we thought might be re- 
tiring have decided to continue working longer. As we look at the 
technology changes, last year we requested money for the composi- 
tion system replacement, as we are this year. We are also asking 
money for the advanced printing technology assessment. And we 
are trying to bring technology into place to address the issue as 
employees start to retire so that we do not have to backfill posi- 
tions unnecessarily. And, in fact 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You are doing it by attrition? 

Mr. Tapella. We are doing it by attrition. Absolutely. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And not hiring new replacements? 

Mr. Tapella. We are only hiring replacements when absolutely 
necessary. There are particular categories; for example, proof- 
readers, those we are continuing to hire. There are certain book- 
binders that we are continuing to hire because they are in our se- 
curity and intelligence document business. But a manager who 
loses an employee through attrition does not automatically get that 
head count back. It is being managed by Paul Erickson, the Deputy 
Public Printer. And, in fact, last year we only backfilled half of the 
slots that we lost, and that is part of the reason why GPO has been 
able to maintain its positive financial structure. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. My time has expired. 

federal digital system 

Mr. Aderholt. Okay. I mentioned the Federal Digital System in 
my comments earlier. Of course, it is a multimillion-dollar effort 
that you are funding and managing to modernize GPO information, 
collection process and dissemination capabilities. The program was 
deployed, I understand, in January of 2009. Your budget request 
for the Federal Digital System is 6 million for fiscal year 2011. 
Could you give the subcommittee just a little overview of how that 
is perceived? 

Mr. Tapella. Yes. We officially launched in March of 2009. We 
did a soft launch in January of 2009. To date, we have spent ap- 
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proximately a grand total of $37.5 million on the Federal Digital 
System with a projection of $41 million by the end of FY 2010. By 
that time, approximately $27 million has come from appropriated 
funds. The remainder of the money has come out of our revolving 
fund through retained earnings. 

The system is progressing. In fact, this past April 7th, I held a 
public program review where we brought in the key stakeholders, 
which includes the Library community as represented by the chair 
of my Depository Library Council, as well as the incoming chair of 
the Depository Library Council; the Office of the Federal Register, 
which plays a critical role on behalf of the executive branch and 
the work that we are doing for this Administration; and our own 
Library Services and Content Management Group, which is kind of 
one of the customers of the Federal Digital System. We had our 
folks lay out the good, the bad, and the ugly. And I would say that 
we are a little behind schedule from where we would like to be. A 
lot of that has to do with two critical factors. One had to do with 
the master integrator that we needed to curtail. That was one of 
the first things I did as Public Printer. The second issue is that 
with this new Administration, there was a significant priority on 
open and transparent government, and we were asked if we could 
participate in helping them work on some very specific initiatives 
related to the Federal Register. So we have done that. 

GPO’S BUILDING NO. 4 

Mr. Aderholt. The passport operation, I understand there is a 
$2 million request to move it from Building 4 into the main GPO 
building complex. 

Mr. Tapella. Yes. 

Mr. Aderholt. What is involved in this effort? 

Mr. Tapella. What we are interested in doing is, as both you 
and the Chair have seen our passport operation, it sits as an island 
unto itself. When I became Public Printer, one of my highest prior- 
ities was seeing if we could get legislation to allow us to build a 
new factory. That got nowhere because of the $400 million hit on 
the budget score by CBO. 

And at that point we began assessing what we could do with our 
current facility, and, as such, we have now commissioned a com- 
plete assessment of our current facility looking at everything in 
Buildings 1, 2, 3 and 4 and seeing if there are ways that we can 
consolidate. If we could move the passport operation out of what we 
call Building 4 completely, we could reduce overhead by about $6 
million. 

And so that is one of the things that we are absolutely looking 
at. We are also looking at what could be done with that building 
if we no longer needed it, and that deals with the utilities. In par- 
ticular, we are running into an issue as the State Department has 
put in some new requests in terms of what we are doing with the 
passports, we don’t have enough power going into that building to 
meet all of the future needs of the passport lines. The question 
then becomes do we invest in another power substation, which 
could be in the multimillions of dollars, or do we look at an alter- 
native that would allow us to more wisely use that money? And so 
that is what we are looking at. 
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Mr. Aderholt. What is the long-range plans for Building 4? 

Mr. Tapella. Until we have the study and we know exactly what 
it is, I don’t think I could accurately answer that. But it would 
seem likely, based on the space available in other portions of our 
facility, that we may very well be able to move the passport oper- 
ation into a new location, properly secured within the main perim- 
eter, and could literally, I suppose, mothball the building or turn 
it over for some other uses. Right now at least a third of the build- 
ing, if not closer to half of the building, is actually used by other 
leg branch agencies on an approved space-sharing basis for storage 
and some other purposes, and we would certainly be looking at that 
as an option. In fact, I have had discussions with the Architect of 
the Capitol and the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate to do just that. 

Mr. Aderholt. Thank you. 

PASSPORT REVENUES 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

Just focusing on passport revenues, you received pretty substan- 
tial revenues from passports in the past, and there has been fluc- 
tuations in the revenue that you receive. How has that fluctuation 
impacted your ability to take on large program initiatives where 
you have got shared services like accounting, security and 

Mr. Tapella. Well, we now have a very comprehensive memo- 
randum of understanding with the Department of State. We had a 
memorandum of understanding on the electronic passports, but 
there were a few things that were a little vague, including when 
they would be placing the order, what numbers, and what they 
would have to guarantee. We now have a program where there are 
deadlines in place, and they have to make a commitment for the 
next fiscal year. And they will be doing it this summer well in ad- 
vance of the fiscal year. 

And what happened last year, is about halfway through the fiscal 
year, they significantly reduced the number of passports they want- 
ed, which put GPO in a tremendous financial bind. And yet we 
were still able to end the fiscal year with $1,234 million in retained 
earnings. And I think that was just a tribute to the fabulous work 
of the men and women in the GPO, that halfway through the year 
they were literally able to squeeze roughly $60 million out of the 
operating budget, and we had very minimal impact on our oper- 
ations. 

Moving forward, we now have a commitment in advance, and the 
State Department has given us a proposed number. We have given 
them a proposed price based on that number. They will come back 
this summer with a final number, and we will give them a final 
price for passports. So we will know well in advance of the fiscal 
year what the demand is going to be. 

In terms of the shared services, when we look at the Government 
Printing Office and the investments that we have asked Congress 
to make — and, in fact, last year Congress did help us fund our Ora- 
cle financial initiatives, what we are calling GBIS, the GPO Busi- 
ness Information System — as we start to bring on line financial 
systems and other back-office functions with technology, we can 
more easily handle the fluctuations in products and services. 
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As sort of a follow-up to that, while passports are important, one 
of our other growth businesses is in the area of other secure IDs. 
We are producing the Trusted Traveler cards for the Department 
of Homeland Security’s Customs and Border Protection. It looks 
like we are going to be doing some more work for the State Depart- 
ment with a different unit other than Consular Affairs for some 
credentials. We produced the credential for the President’s inau- 
gural. We produced a credential, a law enforcement credential, for 
IGs in government. We are very, very focused on trying to broaden 
revenues on things that are inherently governmental, such as se- 
cure Federal credentials. 

ERRORS ON APPROPRIATIONS PRINTS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Thank you. 

Just very quickly, there has been a number of notable errors on 
a number of appropriations prints from last year. And those led to 
star prints, which are reprintings that have a black star. Have you 
taken immediate steps to address that problem? 

Mr. Tapella. Yes, ma’am. And, in fact 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. And what are they so that they don’t 
happen again? 

Mr. Tapella. Absolutely. Well, first of all, let me begin. Star 
prints are generally caused by human error. As we look at the 
causes of the four appropriations star prints, there is no common 
factor in any of the four star prints that were made. Contributing 
to this problem is the lack of standardization in Congress. Even 
within the appropriations process, each one of the 12 appropria- 
tions subcommittees uses different processes, proofreading marks, 
and technology. And what is interesting of the 44 star prints in the 
111th Congress, a third were errors attributed both to GPO staff, 
a third actually to House staff, and a third to congressional staff. 
As relates to the four for the Appropriations Committee, those were 
all GPO staffs fault. 

We have taken some immediate actions in prepress for con- 
ference reports. First, the file will be broken down into smaller seg- 
ments for 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. You can answer the rest of the ques- 
tion for the record. I want to move. Suffice it to say you have taken 
some steps. 

[GPO provided additional information on the “star prints” for the 
record:] 
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Immediate Actions in Production Engineering 

a. Create a "feedback" fill-able form in PDF to record incidents. 

b. Standard operating procedures (SOP's) will be refined to 
control usage and distribution. 

c. The data to be collected could be used to spot trends and 
identify shortcomings in the process. 

d. Create a spell check/integrity check application that would 
use the list of names provided by the Congressional Desk to 
check Record files for misspellings. 

Medium Term Solutions in Production Engineering 

a. Implement a "content management" system to control the 
files that are being worked on by pre-press employees. Files 
would be "checked in" and "checked out" so that only one 
operator could work on it at a time, file versioning would be 
in place, and an audit trail would exist of people that worked 
on the file. 

b. Our hope is that we could use some of the underlying FDsys 
technology. 

Long Term Solutions in Production Engineering 

a. Production needs to develop a workflow system to control 
access points and allow all users to see where jobs are at 
any given point in time. 

b. Tailor the composition system replacement (CSR) project to 
automate more processes. 
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Star Prints 

Star prints are generally caused by human error. We are taking 
immediate aggressive action at GPO to reduce the potential for 
these errors. In the long run, the way to reduce human errors is 
to deploy technology such as an XML-based composition 
replacement system, a pre-press content management system, 
and advanced printing technologies, all of which are included in 
GPO's funding request this year for our revolving fund. 

Immediate Actions in Prepress for Conference Reports 

a. The file will be broken down in smaller segments for reading 
the manuscript against the galley proofs. 

b. The final okay pages will be reviewed one last time before 
being plated for press. 

c. Graphic Log will have an additional check-off for image size 
used for scanning. 

d. Graphic manuscript will have a cover memo addressing type 
of publication to be scanned for. 

e. Pre-press was approved for an additional 13 proofreaders 
that should help in this process, with a net add of 6 
positions. 
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Mr. Tapella. I am sorry. I am trying not to follow Dr. Billington, 
but I do have his chair. 


GPO POLICE STAFFING 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. That is okay. 

The last three questions I want to ask you do relate to the police 
staff and staffing challenges. During the public witness hearing, 
the representative from the Fraternal Order of Police testified that 
GPO management had a meeting with the union to raise the possi- 
bility of posting contract security aides at passport facilities. And 
our committee has been very clear on the statutory requirement to 
protect that building with sworn Federal officers because of secu- 
rity needs for passports. 

So what I would like to know is, is the passport facility currently 
protected by sworn Federal officers, or is it protected by contrac- 
tors, and are there plans to change the roles and missions of each 
of those? What was proposed in the meeting in question, and would 
that be compatible with the clear statutory direction from this com- 
mittee? And what factors do you consider when deciding whether 
to assign a duty station to a sworn officer or a contract security of- 
ficer? 

Mr. Tapella. Let me begin with the meeting itself, and the rep- 
resentative of the union that spoke was not in attendance at the 
meeting. It was a meeting of the new leadership of the Fraternal 
Order of Police. And the question was asked of me by the new lead- 
ership, with the changes we are making at professionalizing the 
sworn officers at the Government Printing Office, why are they 
standing post at magnetometers and an X-ray machine at Building 
4 as opposed to using the contract security aides? And in that 
meeting I shared with them that that came under the statutory 
language from this Committee, and that any change to that would 
have to be approved by this Committee. And that is what occurred 
at the meeting. 

Only sworn officers are at that post. They have been at that post 
since the day you ordered it, and we have no intention of changing 
that unless this Committee changes its position. 

When it comes to any of the posts, we look at what are the needs 
of a particular post. The idea behind our security services is we 
would like to use the contract officers to man magnetometers; we 
would like to have them man the X-ray equipment. We then have 
sworn officers available for response, for patrol. We have increased 
our foot patrol. We have increased our travel patrol. We even now 
have a bicycle patrol. 

HIRING ADDITIONAL POLICE OFFICERS 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. When are you hiring the additional 17 
officers? 

Mr. Tapella. We are in the process of hiring all of the officers 
right now. Our officers, unlike the U.S. Capitol Police or, for that 
matter, any Congressional employees, are in the competitive serv- 
ice of Government. And at this moment we have 13 vacancies. For 
these 13 vacancies, we have an ongoing post in USAJOBS, which 
is how we must post competitive jobs. We will get a list of 15 
names on it in rank order. We can only look at 15 candidates at 
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a time, and then we schedule interviews with the candidates. And 
unless there is a problem, a significant deficiency, we will make a 
tentative job offer to the candidates and then inform them of the 
preemployment considerations. The tentative selectees must then 
complete several examinations. Do you want me to put this for the 
record? 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. I want the abbreviated version. 

Mr. Tapella. The abbreviated version is we are moving abso- 
lutely as quickly as possible as the competitive service allows. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. By when will all 13 be hired? 

Mr. Tapella. Ma’am, I cannot give you a specific date because 
up to this point we have had to disqualify 66 candidates because 
they have failed one of the tests. If we hadn’t had to disqualify the 
66 candidates, they would have all been hired with the first 15 that 
we looked at. And as soon as we lose somebody, we then go back 
and we have to start the process again. And we can only look at 
one candidate. And it is 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. But you don’t have any different proc- 
ess for hiring a sworn officer than any other police agency. 

Mr. Tapella. Yes, we do. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Not compared to the Capitol Police. 

Mr. Tapella. Actually, ma’am, the Capitol Police does a process, 
and they do an annual hiring for all of their officers all the way 
through. They are in the excepted service of the government. They 
are not competitive service officers. It is a different process. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. Well, we will have to spend some 
more time talking about it. I remain concerned about the level of 
staffing in the police force at GPO and would like to continue to 
work with you, as we talked about in my office, on trying to figure 
out whether or not it is appropriate for you to continue with your 
own police force, or whether the GPO police force should eventually 
become a part of the Capitol Police. 

I don’t have any other additional questions. 

Mr. Aderholt. I am good as well. 

Ms. Wasserman Schultz. With that, thank you very much. The 
subcommittee stands adjourned. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD SUBMITTED BY 
CHAIR DEBBIE WASSERMAN SCHULTZ 
Mr. Robert C. Tapella 

FY 201 1 Budget of the Government Printing Office 
Workforce Diversity 

Question: What policies, practices, or other actions have been the most successful for recruiting 
and retaining a more diverse workforce at GPO? 

ANSWER: GPO’s Office of Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) works together with 
Human Capital (HC) to establish a recruitment process that ensures that we recruit at schools and 
in locals that maximize the diversity of our job applicants. Additionally, as part of our agency- 
wide workforce planning, a comprehensive analysis has been compiled that compares all of our 
mission-critical positions against relevant civilian labor force distribution. This information will 
be used to ensure that our recruitment efforts are appropriately targeted to ensure a more diverse 
workforce. Finally, we are working together to establish a diversity program lead by an 
individual who will be dedicated to workforce diversity. 

Question: Have rates of discrimination complaints changed among non-supervisory white collar 
workers? What specific steps have you taken to addressed diversity and discrimination 
complaints among non-supervisory white collar workers? 

ANSWER: Attachment 1, Active White Collar Active Cases from FY 2009 and FY 2010, is a 
listing that identifies all of the complaints filed by non-supervi.sory white collar workers for the 
designated timeframe. 

The rates of formal complaint filings have not changed between FY 2009 and FY 2010. When 
comparing complaints filed by non-supervisory white collar employees through the second 
quarter of FY 2009 and FY 2010, 9 complaints were filed at the end of both periods. 

We have made continued efforts to ensure that employees are informed of their rights, The 
following are some examples: 

• GPO issued a new directive on Procedures for Processing Complaints of EmploymenI 
Discriminaiion in December 2008. The directive provides policy, procedures, and 
guidance for initiating and processing complaints, and sets forth the rights and 
responsibilities of persons participating in the EEO complaint process. 

• A directive notifying employees of GPO’s policy on the prohibition against 
discriminatory harassment in the workplace was issued in December 2008, In addition to 
stating GPO’s commitment to being a model employer and that harassment is 
unacceptable conduct that will not be tolerated at any level, the policy identifies 
responsibilities for preventing and remedying discriminatory harassment. 
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• As Public Primer, I issued an EEO policy statement which emphasizes my personal 
commitment to EEO and diversity. The statement expresses my intent to develop an 
Affirmative Employment Plan. 

• We conduct semi-annual reviews with most business units. The purpose of these reviews 
is to discuss EEO-rclated issues or concerns specific to each business unit, share 
information on the EEO program, and provide workforce demographics including the 
identification of any imbalances as they relate to women and minorities. Additionally, 
complaint data is shared which identifies potential patterns, trends, or practices to provide 
managers w'ith an opportunity to address possible areas of concern, sometimes before the 
issues are raised in the formal complaints process. 

• EEO counselors are provided additional training to enhance their knowledge on a variety 
of relevant subjects so that they can perform counseling functions more effectively and 
successfully. Some of the topics include mixed-case complaints and appeals, the merit 
promotion process, corrective actions, workers’ compensation and collateral attacks, and 
the proper completion of agency-specific informal EEO counseling forms. 

• GPO has developed and distributed additional informational materials on various aspects 
of the EEO program for employees and managers. Titles include: Management 
Participation in the Investigative Process, EEO Counseling Guide - An Employee 
Reference, EEO Counseling Guide - A Manager 's Reference, and Sexual Harassment - 
Your Rights and Responsibilities. 

• New GPO employees are briefed on EEO policies and are provided copies of these GPO 
directives; Procedures for Processing EEO Discrimination Complaints, Prevention of 
Sexual Harassment, GPO s Policy Prohibiting Discriminatory Harassment, and 
Procedures for Processing Request for Reasonable Accommodation. 

• GPO’s EEO Office has initiated focus group meetings with employees in order to 
identify ways to improve the program, and to obtain employees perceptions as they 
relates to barriers to equal opportunity in employment. Employees are selected 
randomly, and all employees are being given the opportunity to participate in a session, 

• EliO staff continue to resolve workplace disputes that do not fall under the purview of 
EEO or that do not enter the informal complaint process, in order to resolve issues or 
concerns before they escalate into a formal complaint. 

Federal Digital System (FDsvs) Remaining Development and Operational Requirements 

GPO is requesting an $8.7 million appropriation for FDsys in 201 1, including $2 million from 

Salaries and Expenses for cataloging and indexing. 
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Question: What is the steady state level of staffing and resources, including both permanent 
employees and contractors, that GPO will need to maintain the system and manage ongoing 
ingestion of new documents? How does this compare with the operating costs for GPO Access? 

ANSWER: FDsys production system operations and maintenance are being accomplished by 2 
contracted resources and 1 GPO FTE. In the future, we plan to move this support in-house as 
GPO staff completes training to accomplish these tasks, and the estimated support staff will be 1- 
2 FTEs. 

GPO’s Plant Operations business unit today performs electronic content submission activities for 
GPO Access and FDsys, with the same staff level as was in place for just GPO Access. Once 
GPO Access is retired, we don’t see an impact to staffing levels in this area. 

Question; What additional appropriated and non-appropriated resources are needed for Release 
1 , and when will it be complete? What are the appropriation and revolving fund resource 
requirements and timeline for Release 2? 

ANSWER: There are no additional appropriated or non-appropriated resources required for 
Release 1 . which will be complete in September 2010. The estimated additional cost to complete 
Release 2 of FDsys, which is the completion of the core functionality ofthe system, is $8 
million, assuming that this funding is available in the next fiscal year, allowing us to complete 
Release 2 by the end of 201 1 . If less than $8 million is available in FY 201 1, the completion 
date will move out. and the final cost may be higher since we may lose some ofthe skilled 
contract resources on the program and need to retrain as resources are applied throughout the 
development activity, 

Federal Digital System (FDsys) Development Cost and Scope 

The most recent IV&V report by the GPO Inspector General reported that the development 
contracts for FDsys would cost $42 million by the end of 2010. At the same time the PMO 
stated that of the 55 collections originally planned, only 25 will be included in the first release 
and only 42 will ultimately be migrated. 

Question: How does this cost level compare with similar projects? How does it compare with 
initial cost estimates? 

ANSWER: FDsys is an Open Archival Information System (OAISj-based information 
management system. GPO is aware ofonly one other active Government program that 
approaches or exceeds the scale of FDsys which is also based on this reference framework. This 
is the National Archives and Records Administration (KARA) Electronic Records Archive 
(ERA) system. As per GAO’s .lu!y 2009 report to Congress; "ELECTRONIC RECORDS 
ARCHIVE, The National Archives and Records Administration 's Fiscal Year 2009 Expenditure 
Plan, " the initial contract value for ERA development was $3 1 7 million to cover the period 
between 2005 and 2012. As of the end of FY 2008 payments to Lockheed Martin for ERA 
development were $1 1 1.9 million. Ongoing 2009 development costs for ERA were anticipated 
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to be $44 million. Assuming a flat FY 2010 development funding with no cost increases, the 
total expended for ERA development through FY 2010 would be $199,9 million. 

Because each system is grounded in the OAIS framework there are significant similarities 
between the two systems. For example, the concepts of content packages (SlPs, DIPs, AIPs), 
ingest and dissemination should be identical as should requirements related to long term 
preservation of the information contained in the system. The key differences known to GPO 
relate to scope and GPO enhancements such as information integrity and advanced search. The 
scope of content intended for ingest into GPO’s system is narrower than the scope of content for 
ERA, meaning that it is anticipated that while the development framework is quite similar the 
required storage capacity and infrastructure will be smaller since less content will be processed 
through the system. However, FDsys delivers additional functionality including enhanced 
access, search and retrieval and provides content authentication tools for digitally signing 
documents which demonstrates content integrity. 

Another program that can be loosely used for comparison purposes would be the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation's (FBI) Virtual Case File (VCF), which was a large scale content management 
system that - to the best of our knowledge - leveraged the same commercial off-the-shelf 
content management tool as FDsys. For more information see Testimony of Robert S. Mueller, 
III, Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, before the United States Senate Committee on 
Appropriations Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, Stale and the Judiciary, February 03, 2005 
( http://ww'w.fbi.gov/conaress/congrcss05/mueller0203Q5.htm ). According to testimony, the FBI 
invested approximately $170 million dollars on VCF and while vendors delivered services and 
reusable equipment worth $53.3 million, there was a net loss of $104,5 million and $12 million 
in unspent obligations. 

The follow up to VCF can also be loosely used for comparison. On March 16, 2006, the FBI 
announced the award of a $305 million contract as part of a $425 million project to develop the 
Sentinel information and investigative case management sy.stem. Originally, the FBI estimated 
that the development of Phase 2 of Sentinel would be completed in July 2009 at a cost of $137 
million. According to the U.S. Department of Justice, Office of the Inspector General Report 10- 
22. March 2010 (' hltp://w'ww.iu.stice.gov/oia/’reports/FBI/al022.Ddn . Phase 2 was actually 
delivered, with some delays, for $144.7 million. Phase 2 of Sentinel was divided into four 
segments and was intended to deliver electronic forms, implement more efficient work 
processes, and migrate administrative case data currently in the FBI’s Automated Case Support 
system (ACS) to Sentinel. While not an exact match, these segments and the data migration 
activity are similar to functionality delivered by FDsys, 

The $42 million cost projection was reported in the FDsys program review in April. The initial 
cost estimate for the core functionality of FDsys was estimated in 2004 to be $29 million. The 
primary cause of the cost overrun is a result of data migration activities to move GPO Access 
collections to FDsys. These were not a part of the original cost estimate, and the effort was 
much more difficult than anticipated. The cost of the migration will be about $1 1 million by the 
time we complete the migration from GPO Access to FDsys, 

Question: Why has the PMO reduced the scope of collections to be migrated? 

ANSWER: The scope has not changed. During the course of the migration activities, there have 
been consolidations in the collections that have resulted in a change in the number of collections 
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to be migrated. However, all GPO Access content has been accounted for, and on the 
completion of FDsys Release 1, all GPO Access content will be in FDsys. 

Question; What are GPO’s plans for capturing and making available older historic legal and 
legislative documents which are not in the system? 

ANSWER; The system is capable of accepting older historic legal and legislative documents 
and making these available for permanent public access. This capability was demonstrated 
recently at the Spring 2010 meeting of the Depository Library meeting in Buffalo, NY. Pending 
approval by the Joint Committee on Printing to authorize GPO digitize historic documents, 
documents will be moved into FDsys based on priorities established by the Superintendent of 
Documents. 


Federal Digital System fFDsvs) Program Redirection 

In 2007 GPO removed the contractor from the master integrator role in favor of in-sourcing the 
function. Your testimony and GPO’s 2009 financial statements show a $1 ,2 million loss on 
impairment for software that was not ultimately useable for the production system. 

Question; Please describe what went wrong with the Release IB module. 

ANSWER; In the original plan developed by the master integrator, Release 1 B was expected to 
be a building block that would demonstrate core functionality and then be extended to be the 
production version of FDsys. Upon review and testing of Release 1 B, it became clear that this 
module was not scalable to meet the production system requirements for robustness and 
flexibility. We therefore decided to move away from this module and start a separate 
development activity for the production system, and the development activity associated with 
Release 1 B was terminated. 

Question; What actions or factors did GPO consider when deciding to take over the master 
integrator role in-house? 

ANSWER; In late 2007, GPO initiated a parallel activity to independently assess the design that 
was under development by the master integrator. Mitre Corporation was selected to perform this 
assessment and they in turn contracted with subject matter experts familiar with Documentum, 
the selected content management tool, and FAST, the selected search tool. Mitre’s study was 
completed in December 2007. It concluded that the master integrator’s design was not scalable 
and relied heavily upon custom development as opposed to the customization of commercial off- 
the-shelf products for content management and search. Additionally, in the 2007 timeframe, the 
master integrator was costing GPO more than the projected amount. The independent assessment 
of the design coupled with the unacceptable rate of spending resulted in our decision to change 
directions. 

At this point, three options w'ere considered: terminate the contract with the master integrator, 
accept an alternate plan from the master integrator to build a prototype system that would not be 
scalable, or move the master integrator function in-house and continue work to develop and 
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deploy a system to production that met GPO requirements. We chose the latter option based on 
our confidence that GPO could serv'e in this role with well selected subcontractors. With this 
option, we modified the contract with the master integrator, allowing them to continue in a 
supporting role on the program rather than a leadership role. This modification allowed us to 
maintain progress on the program and avoid any cancellation costs. 

Question: What other costs were associated with this program redirection? 

ANSWER: There were no cancellation costs associated with the change in direction. Instead, 
over time, we realized a substantial cost savings based on our calculations. Based on the 
spending rate of the master integrator and the plans they had projected in late 2007, Release 1 
would have cost GPO $62 million, $20 million more than we anticipate spending. 

We believe that some master integrator inefficiencies existed during the time from August 2006, 
when the master integrator started on the program, through January 2008, when the decision was 
made to redirect the program. These inefficiencies were a factor that entered into our decision to 
change direction. At the April program review, we estimated that these inefficiencies may have 
resulted in additional costs of $8-10 million over this period. The work product received from 
the master integrator during this period was used after the redirection, with the exception of a 
$1.2 million loss on impairment for software that was not ultimately useable for the production 
system and was expensed as outlined above (Release 1 B charges). These inefficiencies were a 
caused by frequent staff rotations resulting in additional training and delays to get new 
contracted staff trained. For a system as complex as FDsys, these rotations and the associated 
delays would have resulted in continued cost overruns, which is what led us to estimate that the 
cost of Release 1 would have been $62 million if the master integrator had stayed in place. 

Question: Do you anticipate writing off other development components that were not ultimately 
incorporated into the production system? 

ANSWER: No, 

Electronic Archiving of Federal Website Content and Historic Congressional Documents 

Question: What is GPO’s current role in cataloging and preserving the contents of Federal 
agency Web sites? 

ANSWER: The creation of a comprehensive bibliography of all U.S. Government information 
products is derived from the statutory requirements for cataloging and indexing codified in 
sections 1710 and 1711 of Title 44, U.S.C. Under these sections, the Superintendent of 
Documents is charged with preparing catalogs and indexes of all publications issued by the 
Federal Government. The principal product is the Web-based Catalog of U.S. Government 
Publications (CGP), which currently provides access to records dating from July 1 976 to the 
present. GPO's goal is to expand the CGP to a more comprehensive online index of public 
documents, both historic and current, to increase the visibility and use of Government 
information products. Additionally, GPO’s need to process and catalog Web-harvested 
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Government information resources continues to expand, as an increasing number of documents 
from Federal agencies are in electronic format only. 

Electronic information dissemination and access have greatly expanded the number of 
publications that require cataloging and indexing and GPO has identified several goals to 
increase the comprehensiveness of the CGP to provide access to both historic documents and 
new Web-based information products from agency Web sites. In particular, GPO is working on 
bibliographic metadata transcription services for the estimated 600,000 non-OCLC cataloging 
cards in its million-card historic shelf list. These cards contain brief bibliographic metadata 
captured as part of the cataloging activities of the Cataloging and Indexing Program and the 
Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) from the 1870s through October 1992. GPO is 
working with a contractor to convert the bibliographic metadata on these cards into machine- 
readable records in MARC21 format so they can be loaded into GPO's Integrated Library 
System and made accessible to the public through the CGP. 

GPO is also committed to providing permanent public access to Government information 
products within scope of the FDLP. From the beginning of the FDLP until the Depository 
Library Act of 1962 (P.L. 87-579, codified at chapter 19 of Title 44, U.S.C.), libraries had to 
retain what they selected indefinitely unless it was superseded. The 1962 Act created regional 
depository libraries and the responsibility for permanent public access was delegated to them. In 
the electronic Government information environment and the transition to a more electronic 
FDLP, GPO has assumed increasing responsibility for permanent public access. Specifically, 
GPO is archiving digital publications, partnering with Federal agencies and depository libraries, 
and creating and maintaining persistent links in bibliographic records for in-scope online Federal 
documents on agency Web sites. 

Question; The American Association of Law Libraries testified at our public witness hearing on 
the importance of a formal relationship between GPO and LOG on digitizing and electronically 
publishing historic congressional documents. What is the status of this MOU? 

ANSWER: GPO has requested authority from the JCP to work with the Law Library of 
Congress on digitizing historic issues of the Statutes at large and the Congressional Record, and 
to establish an MOU with the Library to work jointly on other historic congressional, legislative, 
and regulatory documents available to the Library. An MOU has been drafted between GPO and 
the Library. Using the models of work on the Statutes at Large and the Congressional Record, 
the Library will perform the actual conversion of the document from print to digital content via 
scanning and provide GPO with the content. GPO will process the content to allow for robust 
searching by users and content management capabilities, including creating archival as well as 
access copies that are authenticated. The processed content will then be made available online 
by GPO via FDsys, and GPO will provide the processed content back to the Library for its use, 

A small demonstration of the digitized content of the Statutes at Large was provided at the 
Spring 2010 meeting of the Depository Library Council in Buffalo, NY. The Depository Library 
Council, which represents all segments of the library community, as well as librarians attending 
this meeting, provided positive feedback to GPO, GPO is working with the JCP to complete the 
Committee’s approval process for this initiative. 
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Determining Police Requirements 

The GPO police are paid out of the revolving fund and your budget requests have provided little 
transparency into how you assess your police needs and what you allocate to police activities. 

Question: From year to year, how do you determine how much police presence is needed for 
physical security and response? When was GPO’s most recent bottom-up review of physical 
security requirements? 

ANSWER: In 2006, GPO Security Services developed a strategic plan to establish the standard 
for protecting GPO personnel and assets. Since then, staffing requirements are based on local 
Threat, Criticality, and Vulnerability Assessments conducted by the Federal Protective Service 
and GPO Security Services. Staff requirements arc based on the manpower factor ofT.S officers 
per 24-hour post, with 1 .25 officers per 8-hour post, per Attachment 2, Uniformed Police 
Branch (UPB) Staff Requirements, 

GPO Security Services conducts annual physical security reviews to identify deficiencies and 
mitigate vulnerabilities. At the request of the Chair of this Subcommittee and the Chairman of 
the Mouse Administration Committee, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) conducted 
a review of the entire GPO Security Services program between December 2008 and February 
2009. 

Question: Please provide a schedule of obligations by object class and a historical table of 
actual FTEs. comprising both permanent and contract employees, for GPO security services in 
2009,2010. and 2011. 

ANSWER: Please see the following attachments: Attachment 3, Headcount FY 2009 (Cost 
Codes: 0502/0505 - Police Officer); Attachment 4, Headcount FY 2010; Attachment 5, FY 
2009 Budget Obligations; and Attachment 6, FY 2010 Budget Obligations. Attachment 7 
shows the projected police headcount for FY 2011. 

Merging the GPO Police with the Capitol Police 

During our public witness hearing, Mr. Hardwick testified on behalf of the Fraternal Order of 
Police that the union would be generally supportive of merging the GPO Police with the Capitol 
Police. 

Question: What are your thoughts on the feasibility and advantages and disadvantages of a 
merger? What would be the major challenges? 

ANSWER: Advantages may include a 25 year retirement for GPO’s officers; additional 
training and advancement opportunities; more posts to work at, which would provide a better 
opportunity to avoid the monotony associated with working at the same location continuously; a 
“weapons to home” policy; officers may be eligible to apply for specialized positions such as K- 
9, bike patrol, emergency responders (SWAT), and firearms instructors; and the Capitol Police 
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have a Memorandum of Understanding with the Washington, DC, Metropolitan Police 
Department to assist in policing the local area. 

Disadvantages may include increased costs to the Capitol Police, since GPO’s police costs are 
paid out of the revenues GPO receives from its sales and services; lack of continuity in meeting 
specific GPO operational requirements; loss of the historical value of the GPO police presence; 
loss of professional relationships between GPO police and employees; imposing retirements on 
GPO officers at age 57, which may negatively affect officers not prepared for retirement; and 
loss of familiarization with specific procedures at each post due to continuous rotation to 
multiple posts. 

Major challenges may include ensuring the ability of officers to meet age and service 
requirements and complete the training program; dismantling GPO’s Uniformed Police Branch, 
which has professionalized all areas of law enforcement at GPO from 2006 to present; and 
realignment and consolidation of career conditional Security Services managers. 

Errors on Appropriations Prints 

GPO made a notable number of errors on a number of appropriations prints last year. These 
errors led to “star prints,” or rc-printings which bear a black star to indicate that they are 
revisions. 

Question: What immediate steps have you taken to prevent these misprints from happening 
again? 

ANSWER: Star prints are generally caused by human error. We are taking action at GPO to try 
to reduce the potential for these errors. In the long run, the way to reduce human errors is to 
deploy technology such as an XML-based composition replacement system, a prepress content 
management system, and advanced printing technologies, ail of which are included in GPO’s 
funding request this year for our revolving fund. 

Immediate actions in prepress for conference reports include breaking down the file in smaller 
segments for reading the manuscript against the galley proofs; the final okay pages will be 
reviewed one la.st time before being plated for press; Graphic Log will have an additional check 
off for image size used for scanning; Graphic manuscript will have a cover memo addressing 
type of publication to be scanned for; and prepress was approved for an additional thirteen 
proofreaders that should help in this process, with a net add of 6 positions. 

Immediate actions in production engineering include creating a “feedback” fill-able form in PDF 
to record incidents; refining standard operating procedures (SOP’s) to control usage and 
distribution; the data to be collected could be used to spot trends and identify shortcomings in the 
process; and creating a spell- check/integrity check application that would use the list of names 
provided by Congressional Desk to check Record files for misspellings. 

Medium term solutions in production engineering include implementing a content management 
system to control the files that are being worked on by pre-press employees - files would be 
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“checked in” and “checked out” so that only one operator could work on it at a time, file 
versioning would be in place, and an audit trail would exist of people that worked on the file; 
potentially using some of the underlying FDsys technology. 

Long term solutions in production engineering include developing a workflow system to control 
access points and allow all users to see where jobs are at any given point in time, and tailoring 
the composition system replacement project to automate more processes. 

Microcotnp Replacement 

GPO is requesting a $1 .5 million appropriation to replace its aging composition system. 
Microcomp. 

Question: Please explain how the replacement composition system would improve end 
products. 

ANSWER: The new Composition Replacement System (CSR) will typeset directly from native 
extensible markup language (XML)-tagged files, such as congressional bills, which are currently 
authored natively in XML, Current Microcomp work (Federal Register, Congressional Record, 
hearings, and other products) would eventually migrate to native XML, making that data easier 
to integrate into other publications and disseminate to the public on FDsys. 

The new composition system would also be integrated with Documentum, the FDsys content 
management component. The CSR will be able to be configured for remote XML publishing 
capabilities to Web interfaces, portals, and application integrations, providing rapid deployment 
of automated XML publishing solutions. End users can benefit from the ability to connect 
remotely to trigger and monitor complex publishing events. 

Also, the current process for accepting XML and converting it to GPO locators is inefficient and 
adds potential points of failure, The new system will accept SGML, XML, and locators, compose 
content, and output XML which will provide GPO with the means to meet today’s needs of 
congressional and Federal agency customers and end users. The CSR will allow GPO users the 
freedom to migrate to XML incrementally, with the eventual elimination of locators (and 
subsequently Microcomp). The transition to XML will enable users to take advantage of all the 
features of XML. including enhanced search and retrieval capabilities and flexible repurposing 
of data (including the creation of files for eBook readers and hybrid/customized documents). 

Question: What is the cost share between appropriations and offsetting receipts for the 
development activity? 

ANSWER: Approximately $3.5 million in GPO funds have been earmarked for this project. 

The funds include $1.5 million appropriated for FY 2010 and $2 million set aside from 
investment capital in GPO’s revolving fund. This level of funding is expected to be sufficient 
for CSR project activity through FY 201 1. 

Question: What is your schedule for implementing the system’s core capabilities? 
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ANSWER: GPO is planning to award a contract for the design of the first release of the system 
in the coming weeks. Once the contract is awarded, we anticipate approximately a 6 to 9 month 
cycle to complete the system design. Also included would be all design documentation and the 
selection of the software and tools necessary for the development of the first release. After 
design is complete, we anticipate the implementation cycle to be about 12 months for the first 
release, which will focus on congressional bills. 

Personnel and Technological Change 

Question; How will implementation of the replacement composition system change your 
workforce requirements? 

ANSWER: Workforce requirements within the Plant Operations business unit should stay 
unchanged. Plant Operations maintains a small staff to change formats within the current 
Microcomp system and to troubleshoot composition problems for the prepress division. These 
functions will still be required under the new CSR. Since CSR functionality will be implemented 
in an iterative fashion, the GPO staff will need to typeset and support two systems until all 
functionality is implemented and CSR becomes the official system for typesetting at GPO. 
Overall, this re-fresh of technology will allow GPO to move to a more modern and flexible 
technology platform (e.g., XML) that is more scalable and will promote transparency and 
interoperability between GPO and its congressional and agency customers. This in turn will 
present opportunities for GPO employees to expand their skill sets to adapt to new technologies 
and provide enhanced marketability for GPO products and services. 

Question: Do you have a human capital plan to adapt to these and other technological changes 
and other hiring needs that may result from a retirement wave? 

ANSWER: While no human capital plan has been developed to date there is recognition that a 
strategic view of workforce planning will be required to adequately support CSR. 

From a project perspective, and as part of the implementation process, GPO plans to offer 
detailed training and support for the system. 'I'raining will be completed for all required 
personnel before the system is deployed, and the requirements for the system stale that 24/7 
support will be needed for the system. Moreover, the system will be deployed iteratively and 
Microcomp will not be sunset until CSR is fully operational and there is full confidence that CSR 
can be the official composition engine for GPO. 

From a broader perspective, we have been working on a GPO-wide workforce plarming process. 
Included in this process is a comprehensive analysis of the workforce, including data such as 
retirement eligibility, relative diversity by occupation, the identification of mission critical 
positions and their vulnerability to turnover, and related matters. We are reviewing this data as 
we work toward a strategic human capital plan that will address staffing and training to ensure 
GPO’s workforce capabilities into the future. 
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Consolidation of Building 4 

Your request includes $7.25 million for building facilities and related projects, including $2 
million to begin construction needed to relocate the secure documents activity to the main 
comple.x. 

Question: How long would this take, and what is total estimated cost of the move? 

ANSWER: The relocation of the passport production operation is forecast to take 1 8-24 
months from initial project launch as triggered by approval of new passport production 
equipment defined in the Security and Intelligent Documents (SID) business unit's 5-year plan. 
This project includes relocating GPO training operations and bindery locators, the build-out of 
SID’s fifth floor space in the main GPO complex, and the physical relocation of SID equipment 
and operations. 

The relocation of SID equipment will take 6 months. Relocation would be coordinated to 
minimize down-time for passport production through increased production in Stennis to meet 
production requirements. SID would relocate production lines, the 7-color press, screen press, 
and various support equipment. 

In addition to the initial $2 million appropriation, additional costs would be incurred for SID and 
warehouse operations equipment relocation, estimated at $2-6 million (higher if not coordinated 
with new equipment and GPO relocates two production lines); construction of new office space 
for training and bindery locators estimated at $850,000; and construction of a new wastepaper 
facility to house the secure waste processing system within the main GPO complex, at an 
estimated cost of $500,000 to $1 million. 

Other variables arc the requirements and schedule of the State Department, the cost to move two 
passport production lines, and costs to install equipment through an exterior building window 
that is too big for the freight elevator. 

Question: When would operating savings begin, and what amount annually do you estimate 
GPO w'ould save? 

ANSWER: Contingent on new production line equipment, SID relocation would be planned 24 
months after project launch, and operating cost savings would be realized in the fiscal year 
following completion. Building 4 overhead allocation costs are approximately $6 million 
annually, which SID partially recovers through the price of the passport. Actual direct cost 
reductions to GPO’s operating budget are estimated at $2-3 million annually from security, 
utilities, and facilities cost reductions. 

Question: Are there other non-monetary benefits to the consolidation? 

ANSWER: Operating efficiencies would be realized for SID passport operations by maximizing 
equipment layout and workflow. New wastehandling equipment, system controls, and lighting 
for the new facility would be energy-efficient to reduce utility costs. Additionally, relocation 
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would obviate the need for additional upgrades to the current air conditioning system in the 
building. 

Question: For both building 4 and the main complex, what is the effect of the excess space on 
your operating costs and what are you doing or planning to do to mitigate these costs? 

ANSWER; The primary benefit to GPO is avoiding one-time building 4 infrastructure 
improvement costs and investing those resources in more energy-efficient equipment and system 
upgrades within the main GPO complex to support passport operations. Infrastructure 
investment of one-time facilities costs to building 4 would be for utility and HVAC upgrades, 
new windows, and general building maintenance improvements. The passport operation within 
the main GPO complex would utilize more energy-efficient enterprise and lower operating costs 
from variable speed drives, energy efficient lighting, and variable speed air handling units with 
savings realized year-over-year. 

To further mitigate costs, GPO could lease building 4 space to other legislative branch agencies 
for storage or light industrial use, offsetting the annual operating cost to idle the building and 
recover costs. A full return-on-investment study would be necessary to completely analyze the 
cost benefit of renovations to all floors into class A office space for lease purposes. 

Continuity of Operations Alternate Distant Site 

Question: Your request also includes $2.2 million for a Continuity of Operations Alternate 
Distant Site. What criteria will you use to select a site? What activities must be funded in future 
fiscal years to make this site useable in the case of an emergency? 

ANSWER: The $2.2 million includes funding for a distant site as well as enhancements to 
GPO’s offsite computer systems. The breakdown of the request is $1 million for computer 
redundancy and $1.2 million to set up and establish a remote site. Recently GPO received 
feedback from Senate staff that a mobile strategy that does not rely on fixed sites to support the 
production needs of Congress should be considered. GPO proposed a distant site to prepare 
congressional products as the easiest and most rapid solution for situations in cases when the 
National Capitol Region could not be occupied for whatever reason. 

Regardless of the fixed versus mobile discussion, there is a requirement to complete the needed 
redundancy for GPO critical operations at the Legislative Branch Alternate Computer Facility 
(ACF) in support of Congress. Further, we expect in FY i 1-12 to complete the redundant 
process by establishing a smaller core IT capability to support Congress at a distant facility. In 
the case of 17' processing this could be at an existing GPO facility such as Stennis. 

In response to a request from the Senate we are beginning to assess the costs and implications of 
supporting Congress through so-called “fly-away” kits. This would require GPO to establish 
production capabilities from pre-packaged equipment and supplies that would be unpacked and 
an empty facility set up for that purpose. Since GPO would have to establish a facility from 
scratch within a limited timeframe to meet the needs of Congress the mobile solution may be 
more expensive and take longer to achieve. 
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In May 2007, in National Security Presidential Directive-5 1 /Homeland Security Presidential 
Directive-20 (NSPD-51/HSPD-20), policy was issued to establish and maintain a comprehensive 
and effective national continuity capability in order to ensure the preservation of our form of 
Government under the Constitution and the continuing performance of National Essential 
Functions under all conditions. 

To provide the operational guidance to implement this policy, the Department of Homeland 
Security, in coordination with its interagency partners, has developed Federal Continuity 
Directive 1 (FCD 1). The criteria set forth in NSPD-51/HSPD-20 and FCD-1 are being followed 
to select an alternate site for GPO. 

Annex G of FCD-1 states the following regarding continuity facilities: 

Alternate facilities must also be identified for the relocation of a limited number 
of key leaders and staff Those facilities should replicate essential capabilities by 
providing systems and configurations that are used in daily activities. 

Additionally, it is financially prudent to structure and configure alternate facilities 
such that daily activities can be replaced or augmented with those required during 
an emergency (often referred to as dual-use facilities). 

FCDl lists the following alternate facility requirements: 

• Sufficient space, equipment and other resources to sustain the agency’s Mission Essential 
Functions (MEFs) and Primary Mission Essential Functions (PMEFs), as appropriate, and 
Emergency Relocation Group (ERG) and support staff 

• The capability to perform MEFs and PMEFs as soon as possible after an emergency or 
other continuity event with minimal disruption of operations and in all cases within 12 
hours after an event, the ability to maintain this capability for up to 30 days after an event 
or until normal business activities can be resumed, and the capability to perform these 
MEFs under all threat conditions including the possible use of weapons of mass 
destruction (WMDs). Some essential functions cannot be interrupted and alternate 
facilities must include support for these continuous operations. 

• Reliable logistical support, services, and infrastructure systems. 

• Consideration for the health, safety, and security of employees who have been relocated to 
those sites. 

• Interoperable communications, including the means for secure communications if 
appropriate, with all identified essential internal and external organizations, as well as with 
customers and the public. 

• Computer equipment, software, and other automated data processing equipment 
necessary to carry out MEFs and PMEFs. 
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• Capabilities to access and use vital records necessary to facilitate the performance of 
essential functions. 

At a minimum, agencies are to identify and maintain an alternate facility. An alternate 
facility may be classified as one of the following two types; 

• Hot site: An alternate facility that already has in place the computer, 
telecommunications, other information technology, environmental infrastructure, 
and personnel required to recover critical business functions or information systems. 

• Warm site: An alternate facility that is equipped with some computer, 
telecommunications, other information technology, and environmental infrastructure, 
which is capable of providing backup after additional personnel, equipment, supplies, 
software, or customization are provided, 

GPO’s opinion is that an alternate site within 3-4 hours driving time from the National 
Capital Area would help ensure that the necessary COOP support employees would be able 
to relocated and provide the specified support. 

Future fiscal year funding requirements : In order to ensure the alternate facility is usable during 
an emergency, in future years additional funding will be required for continued build-out and 
maintenance of GPO’s alternate computing facility (ACF); lease payments; build-out of 
command and control; hardware and software in support of enhanced remote/telework 
capabilities; IT hardware support, maintenance, and refresh; support for COOP test, training, and 
exercises; and additional human resources to manage the alternate site including IT resources, 

Environmental Impact Abatement 

Question: What actions or operational changes, if any, have you implemented or do you plan to 
implement in 2010 and 2011 to reduce energy use, solid waste, and harmful emissions? 

ANSWER: GPO has been involved in environmental impact abatement activities for many 
years regarding paper, ink, emissions reduction, energy efficiency, digital dissemination, waste 
management, recycling, and related measures. Recently, there have been a number of initiatives 
in the area of responsible environmental stewardship: 

Paper: 

• GPO requires the use of recycled paper for both inplant production and procured printing, 
consistent with the requirements of Federal law, executive orders, and paper standards 
issued by the Joint Committee on Printing (JCP). 

• This past year, with the approval of the JCP, GPO increased the recycled content of the 
newsprint to print the Congressional Record and the Federal Register to 100% from 
40%. GPO tested papers with higher post consumer fiber content to ensure printability 
and run-ability and found no difference in the 100% recycled paper as compared to the 
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40% recycled paper previously used. The 100% recycled paper is being supplied at no 
increa.sed costs over the previously supplied 40% recycled paper. 

• GPO is currently evaluating responses to a request for proposal for the most sustainable 
copier paper available in today’s market. The evaluation criteria include the sourcing of 
raw materials, post-consumer fiber content, use of renewable resources, use of bio- 
generation, chain of custody, recyclability and environmentally sustainable packaging, 
chemicals and fillers, carbon footprint, waste generation, water consumption, 
transportation, energy consumption, total greenhouse gas emissions, life cycle 
assessment, and the use of environmental management systems. GPO will inform the 
JCP of the results of this evaluation in the accordance with the Committee’s paper 
specification standards authority in Title 44, U.S.C. 

• GPO conducted a request for information in 2008 for sustainable paper to learn from the 
industry leaders what attributes are currently available for copier papers. 

• GPO hosted a Paper Industry Day to open the dialog between the government and paper 
manufacturers on the challenges and future of paper. 

Printing Inks: 

• Consistent with the requirement of the Vegetable Oil Printing Act of 1 994, GPO requires 
the use of printing inks containing the statutorily required percentages of vegetable oil, 
including oils derived from soybeans, linseed, and related materials. 

Waste Reduction: 


• In 2008, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) lowered GPO’s status from a Large 
Quantity to a Small Quantity Hazardous Waste Generator. 

• A solvent recovery system was installed which allows GPO to distill solvent waste and 
reuse it within plant operations. This application creates a 90% reduction in solvent 
hazardous waste and the recovered solvent is expected to save GPO nearly $20,000 
annually in disposal and purchasing costs of the solvent. 

• GPO has an agency-wide effort to reduce the amount of landfill waste leaving our 
facility, Over the past several months, GPO has established a voluntary partnership with 
EPA’s WasteWise program to baseline and monitor waste reduction and prevention 
activities. These efforts successfully diverted over 87,5% of GPO’s landfill (non-barrel) 
waste stream to new and existing recycling streams in 2008. Based on WasteWise’s 
calculations, these actions resulted in the reduction of over 1 5 billion tons of green house 
gas emissions. 

• GPO requires all new construction contracts to recycle and mitigate landfill waste for 
materials that leave our facility. 
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• GPO is currently seeking partnership with other legislative branch agencies to ensure 
each agency and Federal employee has ample opportunity to recycle and participate in 
sustainability initiatives, regardless of the size of the agency. 

• GPO has reduced our landfill waste by issuing a contract to ensure all of our wood waste 
(pallets, skids, and old furniture) is recycled. Currently, GPO’s wood waste is being used 
for mulch in Maryland. 


VOCs 


• Over the past year, GPO has reduced VOC emissions in plant operations by 86% from 
the previous rate, which also reduced our purchasing costs for fountain solution by 22%, 
Plant Operations personnel have been testing new fountain solution concentrates that 
contain no or low VOCs and have been successful. Testing continues on other press 
solvents in hopes to further reduce GPO"s environmental footprint. 

• GPO’s paint shop has converted to exclusively using zero-VOC office paints throughout 
the building. 

Roof: 

• Using appropriations to the revolving fund provided for FY 2009, GPO installed roughly 
100,000 square feet of an environmentally sustainable roof on its main complex 
buildings. The new roof includes several bio-based layers and includes a highly 
reflective roof coating that will sustain the roof beyond its natural life expectancy. The 
highly reflective roof membrane is on USDA's Bio-Based product list, is Energy Star 
rated, and is rated by the Cool Roof Rating Council. In addition, the new roof qualifies 
for several FEED points. The highly reflective roof coating provides a cool roof 
environment that not only reduces cooling demands inside the building but improves the 
life expectancy and efficiency of rooftop equipment. Additional roof repairs will be 
carried out as necessary using available funds in the revolving fund. 

Fleet: 

• GPO currently operates a fleet of more than 40 trucks, vans, and cars to deliver printed 
products to Congress and Federal agencies. This past year, GPO received 2 1 new 
vehicles including 1 8 alternative flex fuel {E85) vehicles and two new hybrid vehicles 
through funding provided to the General Services Administration as part of the stimulus 
bill. 

• The future of GPO’s fleet operations includes exploring the use of electric vehicles for 
some of our larger delivery vehicles and studies are underway to ensure GPO’s fleet is 
appropriately sized. 
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FDsys; 

• GPO has been performing digital dissemination of Federal information products for 
nearly two decades, significantly reducing the used of paper and ink in the process. 
GPO’s digital systems today continue that trend, utilizing increasingly efficient 
equipment. 

• FDsys utilizes 50-watt processors instead of the standard 80-watt processors. This 
decision will realize more than $12,000 per year in energy savings, as these servers 
operate at a much higher efficiency. 

• To dale GPO has virtualized 116 servers (an increase of 36 this fiscal year to date). At 
about 8 virtual servers per physical server, these have reduced the carbon footprint by 
101 physical servers. Each virtual server represents approximately 75% in power 
savings over eight one-off servers that existed for each virtual server. GPO continues to 
assess existing servers as candidates for virtualization. 

• GPO replaced 67 desktop computers with thin clients in various work areas. An 
additional 27 kiosk desktops have been replaced with thin clients. This reduces the 
carbon footprint since the thin client’s power consumption is approximately 50% of 
desktop power consumption. Administrative overhead for software revisions and 
maintenance is reduced since applications are maintained centrally at the Citrix server. 
GPO is seeking more opportunities for thin client use, 

• GPO purchases computers and related components from companies that partner with the 
EPA in Energy Star and its power management programs. 

Stewardship: 

• GPO has removed two underground storage tanks (UST) to mitigate risks and streamline 
our manufacturing processes. The tanks were successful removed without any 
environmental concerns. 

• Over the years, GPO has conducted numerous energy audits to help determine energy 
efficiencies and priorities for energy conservation in the future. 

• GPO will provide a bike subsidy to employees that use ride bicycles to work on a daily 
basis starting this spring, 

• GPO is currently conducting a pilot program on a device named the ‘Vending Miser’ to 
reduce the energy consumed by vending machines located throughout the agency. 

• GPO is hosting several informational series for agency customers and is highlighting 
sustainable environmental choices in print and paper for each of these customers. 
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• GPO is investigating the use of a bio-oxidizer to replace the current oxidizer that requires 
a large amount of energy to operate. 

• GPO has established an Environmental Protection and Regulatory Affairs Committee 
consisting of key leaders from each business unit to ensure attention to top sustainability 
initiatives. 

• GPO is currently investigating renewable energy options for each of its manufacturing 
facilities. 

• GPO expects to issue a Total Waste Management request for proposal by Spring 2010 to 
continue to enhance its recycling efforts and landfill reduction initiatives. 

EEO Complaints and Diversity 

Question; Please provide a list showing the status of all EEO complaints, by pay grade of the 
complainant, in 2009 and 2010. An explanation of any trends should accompany the list. Please 
also provide copies of any issuances or changes related to EEO policies which have been issued 
or implemented in 2009 and 2010. 

ANSWER; As recently reported to the Subcommittee in GPO’s Second Quarterly Report on 
EEO Complaints Filed (April 20, 2010), GPO has seen a decrease overall in the number of 
formal filings for the fiscal year to date compared with the same period in FY 2009 (25 vs. 50 the 
previous year). However, when comparing the number of complaints filed from the end of the 
first quarter through the second quarter of each fiscal year, there were 12 complaints filed in FY 
2009 and 13 during this same period in FY 2010. 

The 13 complaints filed since the first quarter of FY 2010 were filed by 1 1 complainants. Two 
of these complainants filed 2 complaints each during this quarter, and 5 had prior EEO complaint 
activity during the previous fiscal year. One individual alone has filed 4 formal complaints to 
date during FY 2010. The bases of discrimination most frequently alleged in these 13 
complaints arc race/color (10), followed by sex (8), age (4), reprisal and national origin (3 
respectively), and disability and religion (1 respectively). Claims involving harassment of a non- 
sexuai nature were raised in 8 of these complaints and were the most frequently raised claim. 
Claims of harassmenl/hostile work environment cover a myriad of issues related to assignment 
of duties, allegations of disparate treatment, and related matters. Other claims raised include one 
instance of nonselection for a position, overtime, removal, change to lower grade, performance 
rating, and the denial of telework. Complainants often include more than one basis and more 
than one claim in their complaints. Therefore, the number of bases/claims will oftentimes 
exceed the number of actual complaints filed. 

Attachment 8, FY 2009 and FY 2010 Active EEO Cases Annotating Grade, shows active formal 
complaints filed in FY 2009 and to date in FY 2010 which includes the grade of the complainant. 
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Copies of the following EEO directives issued during FY 2009 and FY2010; 

• GPO Directive 650. 1 8 - Procedures for Processing Complaints of Employment 
Discrimination 

• GPO Directive 650. 19 - Government Printing Office Policy Prohibiting Discriminatory 
Harassment 

• GPO Directive 650.20 - Public Printer 's EEO and Affirmative Employment Policy 
Statement. 


Flat Budget 

Question: Please summarize the impacts of a flat fiscal year 201 1 budget for the record, 
particularly on staff and mission. 

ANSWER: GPO will be able to conduct operations and carry out its mission with funding at the 
FY 2010 level. At this level, we recommend that full funding be provided for our request for the 
Congressional Printing and Binding Appropriation to ensure sufficient coverage for projected 
congressional demand. For the Salaries and Expenses Appropriation of the Superintendent of 
Documents, our request could be reduced by $26,000 to reflect a pay raise factor of 1 .4% as 
requested in the President’s budget, instead of the factor of 1.6% we used. Our request for this 
account could also be reduced by $1.5 million provided if the Appropriations Committees 
approve our request to transfer forward $1.5 million in the unexpended balance of this account 
from FY 2005. Funding at the FY 2010 level would provide approximately $8.1 million for 
GPO’s revolving fund. With this amount we would fund the Federal Digital System (FDsys) at 
$5.1 million and provide $1 million each for our advance printing technology, continuity-of- 
operations (COOP), and elevator repair projects. Funding at the FY 201 0 level distributed per 
our recommendation would not have a negative impact on required staffing levels. 
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Status 

Pending Election 

Pending EEOC Hearing 

Under Investigation 

Pending Final Agency 

Decision 



Pending Election 

Investigation 

Pending Election 

Pending Election 

Investigation 

Under Review 

Investigation 

Position Title/Grade 

Office Automation Asst. 

PG 0326-07 

IT Specialist 

PG 2210-12 

Supply Technician 

PG 2005-05 

Police Officer 

0083-05 

Special Assistant 

PG 0301-15 

Police Officer 

PQ 0083-05 

Lead Contract Specialist 

PG 1654-13 

Printing Service Specialist 

PG 1654-13 

Program Analyst 

PG 0343-13 

Control Clerk 

PU 0303-03 

HC Specialist 

PG 0201-13 

Bases and Issues Raised 

Race, Color, Religion, National 
Origin, Sex, Age 

Race (Asian) 

Non-selection 08-643 

Physical Handicap 

Harassment 

Race (Hispanic) National Origin 
(Hispanic) 

Termination 

Physical Handicap, Age (57) 
Re-assignment 

Sex, Reprisal 

Time & Attendance Issues 

Race (White) 

Non-selection 

Race (African-American) Color 
(Black) Sex (Female) Reprisal 
Non-selection (08-719) 

Race, Color 

Non-selection 

Handicap, Race 

Physical Handicap 

Non-selection 

Date Filed 

00 

0 

n -25-08 

12-5-08 

2-19-09 

5-1-09 

5-4-09 

7-16-09 

7-16-09 

8-21-09 

10-6-09 
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Post 

Location 

Hours/Days 

Officers Assigned 

Staffing 

Requirements 

Post 34 

Control Center 

24/7 

2 each shift 

4.5 

Post 41 

Access Control/Passport 

24/7 

2 each shift 

9 

Post 42 

Loading Dock/Passport 

0700-1500/Mon-Fri 

2 each shift 

2.5 

Post 3/3A 

Alarm Response 

24/7 

2 each shift 

9 

VPl 

Vehicle Patrol 

24/7 

1 each shift 

4.5 

VP2 

Vehicle Patrol 

24/7 

1 each shift 

4.5 

FPl 

Foot Patrol 

24/7 

1 each shift 

4.5 

FP2 

Foot Patrol 

24/7 

1 each shift 

4.5 

Sergeant 

N/A 

24/7 

1 each shift 

4.5 

Officcr-in-Charge 

N/A 

24/7 

1 each shift - 

4.5 










Total: 52 
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Fiscal Year 2009 

Cost Code 0502/Uniformed Police Branch: 

6031 OVERTIME PREMIUM 
FY09: $85,000 

$85,000 Tlie FY08 budget was for $1 52,000. We are forecasting a significant decrease, based on 
the seventeen new hires. We are projecting $85,000 for FY09. This will allow the Uniformed 
Police Branch (UPB) to maintain response force capability and meet their minimum staffing 
requirements without compromising security during annual/sick leayes. 

6032 NIGHTTIME PREMIUM 
FY09-.$ 160,500 

$160, 500 Figures were calculated from the Detailed Responsibility Report FY2008 YTD 
actualized Feb 2008 of $63,680 divided by 5 month = $12,736 X 7= $89,152 + $63,680 = 
$152,832 with a 5% increase based on current wage negotiations for $160,474. 

6033 SUNDAY PREMIUM 
FY09: $63,000 

$63,000 Figures were calculated from the Detailed Responsibility Report FY2008 YTD 
actualized Feb 2008 of $25,000 divided by 5 months = $5,000 X 7 = $35,000 + $25,000 = 
$60,000 with a 5% increase based on current wage negotiations for $63,000. 

6111 OFFICIAL GPO TRAVEL 
FY09: $24,500 

$24,500 Specific courses taught at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center in Brunswick, 
GA. The FLETC provides relevant, value-added advanced and in-service agency-specific 
firearms, driver operations, and other continuing professional development training by top-rated 
instructors. This will allow fifteen (15) Officers to attend training classes. 

6121 CAR RENTAL 
FY09; $10,700 

$10,700 Public Printer's leased 2007 Chevy Suburban for the $8,300; and $2,400 for car rentals 
for official travel while at GLYNCO in Brunswick, GA. 

6511 MAINTENANCE OTHER EQUIPMENT 
FY09: $10,000 

Figures support maintenance of the Motorola Communications System and Two-way radios used 
by UPB. Forecast will be adjusted based on FY09. 

6516 TRAINING 
FY09: $40,000 

$40,000 UPB utilizes the Firing Range at FLETC’s facility in Cheltenham, MD; twice a year for 
certification of 52 officers at rate of $4 1 .30 = $2 1 84.00. The following training is only 
conducted at GLYNCO in Brunswick, GA: 
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6522 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 
FY09: $2,136,000 

$2,136,000 Fleet Credit Card for car washes $1,700. The Uniform Police Branch isiaugmented 
by forty- five (45) Special Police Officers (SPOs) and ten (10) Security Aides to enhance security 
operations at GPO, This includes security for Parking Lots 55 and screeners for Capitol Hill 
deliveries. Premier Investigative Security Agency provided a quote ofS2,558,771, We will 
reduce the staffing requirements as the 17 Police Officers arrive. 

6610 NON-CAPITALIZED IT EXPENSES 
FY09: $5,700 

$5,700 National Crime Informational Center (NCIC) Components provides a computerized 
database for ready access by Uniform Police Branch to inquiry about crimes and criminals and 
related law enforcement objectives, such as apprehending fugitives, locating missing persons, 
locating and returning stolen property. In addition, NCIC will assist the agency in employment 
suitability. The cost is $7,500 annually. GPO Information Technology advises business units to 
replenish one-tliird (1/3) of its computers each year allowing for a three year life cycle. Three (3) 
laptops with docking stations at $1900 each, for a total of $5700. 

6612 GENERAL EXPENSES AND SUPPLIES 
FY09: $85,700 

$65,200 The below list will improve the Security Services conference room, upgrade the 
equipment in the Control Center and support the security and law enforcement functions; 

Cost Code 0504/Physical Security Branch: 

6511 MAINTENANCE OTHER EQUIPMENT 
FY09: $54,000 

The maintenance forecast is a revolving requirement to maintain systems and equipment, 

6522 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 
FY09; $157,900 

The following represents investigations necessary to meet the Office of Personnel Management 
criterion to maintain employment/position sensitivity for GPO mission accomplishment. These 
investigations include National Agency Checks with Written Inquiries (NACI’s) for positions of 
trust, contractor investigations, and Public Key Infrastructure authorization; Access National 
Agency Checks with Written Inquiries (ANACl’s) for Confidential and Secret positions; and 
Single Scope Background Investigations (SSBI’s) for TS positions. These investigations are also 
representative of positions filled by employees working in sensitive areas within Security and 
Intelligent Documents. The Parenthesis identifies number of investigations, 

6610 NON-CAPITALIZED IT EQUIPMENT 
FY09 $14,500 

Contraband detection software for new X-ray machines 
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Cost Code 0505/ Uniformed Police Braneh/Passports; 

6031 OVERTIME PREMIUM 
FY09: $28,000 

$28,000 The FY08 budget was for $152,000. We are forecasting a significant decrease, based on 
the seventeen new hires. We are projecting $28,000 for FY09. These estimates are based on 1 7 
Officers which is 1/3"* of cost code 0502 of $85,000. This will allow the Uniformed Police 
Branch (UPB) to maintain response force capability and meet their minimum staffing 
requirements without compromising security during annual/sick leaves. 

6032 NIGHTTIME PREMIUM 
FY09: $53,000 

$53 ,000 These estimates are based on 1 7 Officers which is 1 of cost code 0502 of $ 1 60,500. 
FYIO includes an anticipated 5% increase. 

6033 SUNDAY PREMIUM 
FY09: $21,000 

$21,100 These estimates are based on 17 Officers which is 1/3"* of cost code 0502 of $63,000. 
FYIO includes an anticipated 5% increase. 

6111 OFFICIAL GPO TRAVEL 
FY09: $15,000 

$15,000 Specific courses taught at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center in Brunswick, 
GA. The FLETC provides relevant, value-added advanced and in-service agency-specific 
firearms, driver operations, and other continuing professional development training by top-rated 
instructors, This will allow approximately eight (8) Officers to attend training classes. 

6121 CAR RENTAL 
FY09: $2,000 

$2,000 Vehicle rental is required for the three seminar/courses which are significant distances 
from the hotels/airports. 

6516 TRAINING 
FY09: $32,000 

$32,000 The UPB utilizes the FLETC at Glynco in Brunswick, GA. This will allow fourteen (14) 
new hires to attend the Uniformed Police Training Program in Brunswick, GA; 14 X 2,292. 14 = 
$32,089.96 


6612 GENERAL EXPENSES AND SUPPLIES 
FY09; $20,000 

$9,000 Figures will enhance the UPB capabilities by providing new equipment to seventeen (17) 
new police officers supporting the security and law enforcement functions: 

SI 1,000 the current clothing allowance is based on the Union Contract, $500 for seventeen (17) 
Officers for a total of $8,500; and an additional $2,000 for specialty equipment items. 
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Cost Code 0507/Secure Production Facility: 

6111 OFFICIAL GPO TRAVEL 
FY09: $10,500 

$10,500 Security Services will conduct monthly audits and inspections; and annual physical 
security assessments of the Secure Production Facility. 

6121 CAR RENTAL 
FY09: $1,600 

$1,600 Vehicle rental is required for the three seminar/courses which are significant distances 
from the hotels/airports. 

6511 MAINTENANCE OTHER EQUIPMENT 
FY09: $5,300 

$5,300 Figures support maintenance of the Motorola Communications System and Two-way 
radios used by Security Forces, This also includes the use of NASA Radio Trunking System at 
$20 X 10 radios = $200 monthly X 12 = $2,400. For additional maintenance and equipment 
items: $2,500. 

6522 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 
FY09: $1,200,000 

$1,1 12,778.30 Inner Parrish Security Corporations’ expenses equate was $1,1 12,778.30. 

Cost Code 0501/OFFICE OF THE CHIEF 

6111 OFFICIAL GPO TRAVEL 
FY09; $4,400 

$4,400 Specific courses taught at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center (Two) in 
Brunswick, GA; and the American Society for Industrial Security (ASIS) Annual Seminar and 
Exhibits in Atlanta, GA. This is official travel relevant to my continued professional 
development. The funds will provide training for three (3) seminars/courses. FYIO reflect no 
increases. 

6121 CAR RENTALS 
FY 09: $800 

$800 Vehicle rental is required for the three seminar/courses which are significant distances from 
the hotels/airports. FYIO reflect no increases. 

6516 TRAINING 
FY09: $2,500 

$2,500 Training is required for professional development; One (1) Antiterrorism Intelligence 
Awareness Training at $700; One (1) Fundamentals of Terrorism Training Program (FLETC) at 
$900; and One (1) American Society for Industrial Security (ASIS) Annual Seminar and Exhibit.s 
at $900. FY 1 0 increase reflects continued professional development. 
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6525 ORGANIZATIONAL MEMBERSHIPS 
FY09; $500 

$500 ASIS International is the largest international educational organization for security 
professionals. ASIS is dedicated to increasing the effectiveness and productivity of security 
professionals by developing educational programs and materials which focus on both the 
fundamentals and the most recent advancements in security management. It allows Security 
Professionals to find the best solutions to global security challenges. It offers the ability to 
exchange ideas and best practices from among a wide range of industries enabling Security 
Services to achieve a higher level of performance. FYIO reflects no increase. 

6612 GENERAL SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 

FY09: $4,400 

$1,200 Executive Desk 

$800 4-Drawer Lateral File 

$1,000 Bookcases: $480 X 2 = 

$1,400 Tufted Chairs: $229 X 6 = 

FYIO will be forecast based on FY09. 

6622 GENERAL EXPENSE. PAPER 
FY09: $100 
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Fiscal Year 2010 

Cost Code 0502/Uniformed Police Branch; 

6031 OVERTIME PREMIUM 
FYIO; $85,000 

$85,000 The FY08 budget was for $85,000. We are forecasting no increases based on the 
seventeen new hires. This will allow the Uniformed Police Branch (UPB) to maintain response 
force capability and meet their minimum staffing requirements without compromising security 
during annual/sick leaves. 

6032 NIGHTTIME PREMIUM 
FYIO: $198,300 

$198,297.92 Figures were calculated from the Detailed Responsibility Report FY2009 YTD 
actualized March 2009 of $90,547 divided by 6 month = $15091.17 X 12 (Months) = 
$181,093.99 with a 9.5 increase based on current wage negotiations for $198,297.92 

6033 SUNDAY PREMIUM 
FYIO: $85,200 

$85,197.53 Figures were calculated from the Detailed Responsibility Report FY2008 YTD 
actualized March 2009 of $38,903 divided by 6 months = $6,483.83 X 12 (Months) = 
$77,805.96 with a 9.5 increase based on current wage negotiations for $85,197.53. 

6111 OFFICIAL GPO TRAVEL 
FYIO: $18,100 

$1 8,100 Specific courses taught at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center in Brunswick, 
GA. The FLETC provides relevant, value-added advanced and in-service agency-specific 
firearms, driver operations, and other continuing professional development training by top-rated 
instructors. This will allow fifteen (15) Officers to attend training classes. 

$7,344 PSTPat4X$l,836 = 

$5,370 LECTITP at 2 X $2,685 = 

$3,390 LEITP at 2 X $1,695 = 

$2,000 FIRTP at 2 X $1,000 = 

Total: $18,104 

6121 CAR RENTAL 
FYIO: $15,600 

$15,600 Public Printer's leased 2009 Tahoe Suburban for the $13,200; and $2,400 for car rentals 
for official travel while at QLYNCO in Brunswick, GA. 

6511 MAINTENANCE OTHER EQUIPMENT 
FYIO: $8,600 

$8,600 Figures support maintenance of the Motorola Communications System and Two-way 
radios used by UPB, 12 (Months) X $712.99 =$8,555.88 

ATTACHMENT 6 
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6516 TRAINING 

FYIO: $00.00 NOTE: All training is centralized in the Chief Management Office. 

$47,077,50 UPB utilizes the Firing Range at FLETC’s facility in Cheltenham, MD; twice a year 
for certification of 35 officers at rate of $41.30 = $1,445,50. The following training is only 
conducted at OLYNCO in Brunswick, QA: 

$10,452 PSTP at 4 X $2,613 = 

$5,620 LECTITP at 2 X $2810 = 

$3,730 LEITP at 2 X $1,865 = 

$2,200 FlRTPat2X$l,100 = 

$ 1 0,000 Command School at 2 X $5,000 = 

$8,000 Field Training Officers at 4 X $2,500 = 

$3,950 Street Crimes 10 x 395 = 

$ 1 , 1 80 Benchmark 4x295 = 

$500 NOBEL 1X500 = 

6522 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 
FYIO: 2,517,900 

$2,517,915 Fleet Credit Card for carwashes $1,700. The Uniform Police Branch is augmented 
by forty-five (45) Special Police Officers (SPOs) and ten (10) Security Aides to enhance security 
operations at OPO. This includes security for Parking Lots 55 and screeners for Capitol Hill 
deliveries. The cost to administer the Uniformed Police Branch psychological examination 
program: pre-employment and “fit for duty” determinations. 

$2,499,934 Primer Security 
$1,700 Car washes 

$1,600 Pre-employment: 4 Officers X 400 = 

$1,200 Fit for Duty: 1 X 12 = 

6612 GENERAL EXPENSES AND SUPPLIES 
FYIO: $95,000 


$20,000 Motorola Communications System and Two-way radios used by UPB and reflects 
replacement approximately 30 Motorola XTS Radios at $2,500 X 8 = 

$74,210 The below list will upgrade our law enforcement equipment and support the security 
and law enforcement functions: 

$1,600 OC Spray with Cases: 40 X $40 = 

$10,500 .40 cal ammunition: 30 X $350 = 

$800 CLOCK Simuntion Training Pistol 2 X $400 = 

$600 Simuntions: 2 X $300 = 

$750 Misc, Firearms Instructor Supplies: 3 X $250 = 

$1,800 Poly Life Jacket Gun Locks: 65 X $27 = 

$270 Police Bike Helmets: 4 X $90 = 

$280 Police Bike Short Sleeve Shirts: 8 X $35 = 
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$360 Police Bike Pants, Long: 8 X $45 = 

$360 Police Bike Pants, Short: 8 X $45 = 

$ 1 ,900 Trek Police Bicycles: 2 X $950 = 

$ 1 , 1 00 Hard Shell Protective Suit: 2 X $550 = 

$500 Paint Ball Guns: 2 X $250 = 

$200 Paint Balls/Supplies: I X $200 
$300 Protective Paints: 2 X $150 = 

$900 Protective Mask: 6 X $150 = 

$180 Plastic Goggles: 6 X $30 = 

$250 2 DVD Player: 2 X $125 = 

$1,000 Camcorder: 2 X $500 = 

$260 Tripod for Cam: 2 X $130 
$130 Editing Software: I X$!30 = 

$400 CLOCK Laser Training System: 1 X $400 = 

$250 Weapon Cleaning Trap: I X $250 = 

$720 ASP Training Bags: 4 X S 1 80 = 

$360 ASP Training Batons: 6 X $60 
$540 Cross Cut Shredder 3 X $1 80 = 

$200 Brother PT Label Maker w/ supplies: 1 X $200 
$400 Color Printer/Scanner; 2 X $200 
$ 1 ,500 GP 1 000 Protective Mask Thigh Holster: 60 X $25 = 

$1,800 Poly Life Jacket Gun Locks: 60 X $30 
$ 1 ,400 DE 1 33 REF Graphic Kit Reflective (Vehicle): 4 X $340 = 

$7,200 Benelli Shotguns: 4 X $1,800 = 

$200 Shot Gun Slings 4 X $50 = 

$1800 Slugs: 10 X $180 = 

$1800 Buck Shot: 10 X $180 = 

$7,200 H&K/UMP: 4 X $1,800 = 

$200 Slings: 4 X $50 = 

$400 Mags: IOX$40 = 

$10,500 .40 cal ammunition: 30 X $350 = 

$7,500 Ballistic Shield 2 X $3,250 = 

$1,125 Folding Cots: 25 X $45 = 

$1,350 Sleeping Bags: 25 X $60 = 

$200 First Aide Kits: 2 X $100 = 

$3125 Water 625 X $5 = 

Total: $74,210 

6619 GASOLINE 
FYIO: $8,400 

$8,400 Monthly average of 200 gallons at an estimated cost of $3.50 a gallon, 

6622 GENERAL EXPENSE, PAPER 
FYIO: $600.00 
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6046 TRANSIT BENEFIT PAYMENT 
FYIO: $11,000 

6811 DEPRECIATION 
FYIO 

Cost Code 0504/Physical Security Branch: 

6031 OVERTIME PREMIUM 
FYIO: $6,500 

$6,500 Physical Security and Alai-m Assessments are required during non-duty hours in order to 
accommodate GPO and operational requirements. Figures were calculated by five (5) employees 
working an average of five (3) hours per month at $36 per hour; 5 X 3 X $36 X 12 = $6,480. 

6046 TRANSIT BENEFIT PAYMENT 
FYIO: $$11,000 

6111 OFFICIAL GPO TRAVEL 
FYIO: $2,000 

$2,000 Specific courses taught at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center in Brunswick, 
GA and Columbus, OH, American Society for Industrial Security (ASIS) International in 
Anaheim, CA, Graduate School USDA in Washington DC, and other official travel relevant to 
the PSB professional enhancement. This will allow two (2) specialists to attend training. 

6511 MAINTENANCE OTHER EQUIPMENT 
FYIO: $$35,000 

$35,000 The maintenance forecast is a revolving requirement to maintain systems and 
equipment. 

FYIO; 

$10,800 Access Control System 
$$24,200 X-ray repair package (6 machines) 

6516 TRAINING 

FYIO: $00.00 NOTE: All training is centralized in the Chief Management Office. 

$5,000 Training is required for professional development and continued education to enhance 
knowledge levels and skill sets of the Physical Security Branch: One (1) Critical Infrastructure 
Protection Training Program at $900; One (1) Physical Security Training Program at $1,000; 

One (1) Suitability Adjudication at $800; One (1) Emerging Trends in Security at $900; One (1) 
Annual ASIS International Seminar at $900; One (1) Introduction to Terrorism at $200; and One 
( 1 ) Counter/Anti-Terrorism Course at $200. 

6612 GENERAL SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 
FYIO: $24,000 

$24,000 The Office of Access Control requires office and GPO Credentials supplies: 
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$24,000 The Access Control System will be upgraded to a newer version. The access control 
system grants access to controlled/sensitive areas throughout GPO. The below list will support 
the upgrades: 

$14,820 Access Controller: 6 X $2,470 = 

$8,775 Input/Output Board (S-300-S1016): 15 X $585 = 

6622 GENERAL EXPENSE, PAPER 
FYIO: $300 

Cost Code 0505/ Uniformed Police Branch/Passports: 

6031 OVERTIME PREMIUM 
FYIO: $28,000 

$28,000 The FY09 budget was for $28,000. Wo arc forecasting no increases based on the 
seventeen new hires. These estimates are based on 17 Officers which is 1/3"* of cost code 0502 
of $85,000. This will allow the Uniformed Police Branch (UPB) to maintain response force 
capability and meet their minimum staffing requirements without compromising security during 
annual/sick leaves. 

6032 NIGHTTIME PREMIUM 
FYIO: $66,100 

$66,099.31 These estimates are based on 17 Officers which is of cost code 0502 of 
$198,297.92 

6033 SUNDAY PREMIUM 
FYIO: $28,400 

$28,400 These estimates are based on 17 Officers which is 1/3'“* of cost code 0502 of $85,197.53. 

6111 OFFICIAL GPO TRAVEL 
FYIO: $92,600 

$92,600 Uniformed Police Training Program (UPTP) This program provides training in the basic 
law enforcement knowledge, skills and abilities that a new Federal officer must understand 
and/or be able to perform in the first two years on the job. This will allow approximately eight 
(8) Officers to attend training classes. 

$9,676 Meals: 8 X 1209.50 = 

$65,600 Lodging: 8 X 8,200 = 

$ 1 7,33 1 .52 Misc Expenses: 8 X 2, 1 66.44 = 

6121 CAR RENTAL 
FYIO: $2,000 

$2,000 Vehicle rental is required for the training, seminar and courses which are significant 
distances from the hotels/airports. 
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6516 TRAINING 

FYIO: $00.00 NOTE: All training is centralized in the Chief Management Office. 

$19,867.12 UPB utilizes the Firing Range at FLETC’s facility in Cheltenham, MD; twice a year 
for certification of seventeen (17) Officers at rate of: 17 X $45.00 = $1,530.00, and tuition for 
eight (8) new hire Officers to attend training at Uniformed Police Training Program (UPTP) at 
FLETC Glynco in Brunswick, GA: 8 X 2,292.14= 18,337.12 

6612 GENERAL EXPENSES AND SUPPLIES 
FYIO; $39,000 

$10,000 Motorola Communications System and Two-way radios used by UPB at $2,500 X 4 = 

$1 1,000 Figures will enliance the UPB capabilities by providing new equipment to seventeen 
(17) new police officers supporting the security and law enforcement functions: 

$400 OC Spray with Cases: 10 X 40 = 

$8,750 .40 cal ammunition: 25 X 350 = 

$800 CLOCK Simuntion Training Pistol 2 X 400 = 

$300 Simuntion: 1 X 300 = 

$2,500 any additional law enforcement or security equipment to support the mission 

Total: $11,000 

UNIFORM ALLOWANCE 
FYIO; $16,200 

$ 1 6, 1 80 The current clothing allowance is based on the Union Contract ($500 per Officer); 

Cost Code 0507/Secure Passport Facility: 

6111 OFFICIAL GPO TRAVEL 
FYIO: $4,000 

$4,000 Security Services will conduct routine audits, training and inspections; and annual 
physical security assessments of the Secure Production Facility, 

6121 CAR RENTAL 
FYIO: $1,600 

$1,600 Vehicle rental is required for routine audits, training and inspections. 

6511 MAINTENANCE OTHER EQUIPMENT 
FYIO; $4,800 

$5,300 Figures support maintenance of the Motorola Communications System and Two-way 
radios used by Security Forces. This also includes the use of NASA Radio Trunking System at 
$20 X 10 radios = $200 monthly X 12 = $2,400; and $70 X 12 base station = $840. For 
additional maintenance and equipment items: $1500. 

6522 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 
FYIO: $902,000,00 
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$902,000.00 International Security Management Group, INC expenses was $816,452.88 for 
FY09; this amount was adjusted by 10% plus $4,000.00 to cover special posting requirements, 
i.e. alarm malfunctions, special events and emergencies , 

6610 NON-CAP1TALI2ED IT EQUIPMENT 
FY 10 $00.00 

6612 GENERAL EXPENSES AND SUPPLIES 
FYIO: $00.00 

Cost Code 0501/Offlce of the Chief: 

6031 OVERTIME PREMIUM 
FYIO: $1,400 

$1,400 Audits, inspections and assessments are required during non-duty hours in order to 
accommodate GPO and operational requirements. Figures were calculated by one (1) employee 
working an average of three (3) hours per month at $36 per hour; 3 X $36 X 12 = $1,404. 

6111 OFFICIAL GPO TRAVEL 
FYIO: $2,000 

$2,000 Two (2) courses taught at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center in Brunswick, 
GA; two (2) courses at the Homeland Defense Journal; and the American Society for Industrial 
Security (ASIS) Annual Seminar and Exhibits in Anaheim, CA. 

6121 CAR RENTALS 
FY 10: $800 

$800 Vehicle rental is required for the three seminar/courses which are significant distances from 
the hotels/airports. 

6516 TRAINING 

FYIO; $00.00: All training is centralized in the Chief Management Office. 

$5,200 Training is required for professional development: One (1) Anti-Terrorism and Force 
Protection Countermeasures at $700/Ilomeland Defense Journal; One (1) Introduction to 
Operations Security (OPSEC) for Managers at $700/Home!and Defense Journal; one (1) 

Physical Security Training Program (PSTP)/FLETC at $2,900; and One (1) American Society 
for Industrial Security (ASIS) Annual Seminar and Exhibits at $900. 

6525 ORGANIZATIONAL MEMBERSHIPS 
FYIO: $300 

$300 Two (2) memberships at $150: ASIS International is the largest international educational 
organization for security professionals. ASIS is dedicated to increasing the effectiveness and 
productivity of security professionals by developing educational programs and materials which 
focus on both the fundamentals and the most recent advancements in security management. It 
allows Security Professionals to find the best solutions to global security challenges. It offers the 
ability to exchange ideas and best practices from among a wide range of industries enabling 
Security Services to achieve a higher level of performance. 
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6612 GENERAL SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS 

FYIO: $2,000 

$1,200 Executive Desk 

$800 4-Drawer Lateral File 

6622 GENERAL EXPENSE, PAPER FYIO: $100 
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GPO Projected Headcount and Ceilings FY 2011 


Headcount 


Cost Code 

Actual 

Ceiling 

Vacancies 

Total: 

0501 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0502 

31 

36 

5 

31 

0504 

8 

9 

1 

8 

0505 

13 

24 

11 

13 

Total 


71 

17 

54 
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GPO Directive 650. 1 8 12/8/08 


Procedures for Processing C omplaints of Emplo yment Disc ri mination 


1. Purpose. To provide the Government Printing Office’s (GPO) policy, procedures, and 
guidance for initiating and processing complaints alleging employment discrimination, to 
identify those officials responsible for the timely and judicious handling of Equal Employment 
Opportunity (EBO) complaint matters, and to set forth the rights and responsibilities of persons 
participating in the EEO complaint process. 

2. Cancellation. This Directive supersedes GPO Instruction 650. 1C, Equal Employment 
Opportunity and Affirmative Action Programs in the Government Printing Office, dated 
March 29, 1979; GPO Notice 650-29, Changes to Discrimination Complaint Process, dated 
December 1, 1992; and GPO Notice 650-30, Procedures for Filing Discrimination Complaints 
Based on Disability, dated May 5, 1993. 

3. Policy. The GPO is committed to providing equal employment opportunity for all 
employees and applicants for employment on the basis of merit. This commitment includes 
prohibiting discrimination in employment; maintaining a system whereby decisions on all 
aspects of employment are made without regard to non-merit factors such as race, sex, color, 
religion, national origin, age, disabling condition, and/or sexual orientation; and promoting the 
full realization of equal employment opportunity through a continuing employment program 
that aims to eliminate discrimination based on factors which are irrelevant to job performance. 
Within the GPO, every effort will be made to ensure that all employment decisions and 
personnel actions, including recruitment, selection, training, promotion, reassignments, and 
benefits are administered in conformance with applicable Federal statutes and regulations 
governing equal employment and personnel management, 

GPO managers and supervisors are charged specifically with ensuring the continued and 
positive support of all EEO objectives. Management at all levels will ensure that questions and 
complaints of alleged unlawful discrimination or harassment in violation of EEO statutes are 
investigated promptly and thoroughly and resolved without threat or reprisal to the employee or 
applicant. 

4. Authority. 42 U.S.C. § 2000e, et seq. (Title VII); 29 U.S.C. § 621, et seq. (Age 
Discrimination in Employment Act); 42 U.S.C. § 12101, et seq. (Americans with Disabilities 
Act); 29 U.S.C. § 206(d) (Equal Pay Act); 29 C.F.R. Part 1614; EEOC Management Directive 
(MD) 1 10; and 5 U.S.C. §2302(b)(10) (prohibited personnel practices). 

5. Coverage. This Directive covers complaints of employment discrimination filed against 
the GPO by employees, former employees, and applicants for employment who believe they 
have been discriminated against on the basis of race, sex, color, religion, national origin, age, 
disabling condition, reprisal, and/or sexual orientation. 
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6. Background. Equal employment opportunity in the Federal Government is the law. 

You have the right to use the discrimination complaint process if you believe you have been 
discriminated against as an employee or applicant for Federal employment because of your race, 
color, sex, religion, national origin, age, and mental or physical disability. In presenting a 
complaint, an employee or applicant shall be free from restraint, interference, coercion, 
discrimination, or reprisal. 

Title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 1614, establishes the procedures for 
complaints processing in the Federal Government and charges the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) with administering this regulation. These regulations set 
forth the procedures an aggrieved person must comply with to attempt resolution of a 
complaint. The attached flowchart depicts the various stages of the EEO complaint process. 

The following sections summarize the stages of the complaints process and the procedures as 
contained in 29 CFR, Part 1614. Employees should consult the complete regulations for a more 
thorough explanation of the EEOC’s complaints process and procedures. 

7. Informal or Pre-Complaint Process. An employee or an applicant who believes that 
he or she has been discriminated against on the basis of their race, color, religion, national 
origin, sex, age, disability, reprisal (for prior participation in the EEO complaint process), 
and/or sexual orientation may file an informal complaint of discrimination by contacting the 
Counseling and Complaints Processing Division (CCPD) in the EEO Office. 

The complainant must make initial contact with the CCPD within 45 calendar days of the date 
of the alleged discriminatory event or personnel action. The Intake Specialist will assign the 
matter to an EEO Counselor. The EEO Counselor will conduct an initial interview to ascertain 
the alleged basis for discrimination and identify the issues involved. The EEO Counselor will 
explain the steps in the process to the aggrieved person and conduct an inquiry into the 
allegations sufficient to present information to management to attempt an informal resolution. 

The EEO Counselor will provide written documentation explaining the complainant’s rights and 
responsibilities regarding EEO and Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR). The EEO Counselor 
will advise the complainant of his or her right to elect the ADR process or the traditional EEO 
counseling process. EEO counseling ordinarily is completed within 30 calendar days from the 
date of the initial contact with the aggrieved unless an extension of not more than 60 additional 
calendar days is granted. If ADR is elected, the time frame for attempting resolution of the 
matter is 90 calendar days, 

8. Formal Complaint Process. If attempts at informal resolution are not successful, the 
employee/applicant is advised of the results of the EEO Counselor’s inquiry and issued a 
“Notice of Right to File a Discrimination Complaint” (NORF). A formal EEO complaint must 
be filed in writing and signed by the complainant within 15 calendar days of receiving the 
NORF. The formal EEO complaint must be filed with one of the following designated officials: 
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a. Director, Equal Employment Opportunity 
732 North Capitol Street NW. 

Washington, DC 20401 

b. Assistant Director, Equal Employment Opportunity 
732 North Capitol Street NW. 

Washington, DC 20401 

c. Public Printer 

732 North Capitol Street NW. 

Washington, DC 20401 

The complaint will be forwarded to the Assistant Director, EEO, who will acknowledge receipt 
of the complaint in writing. The acknowledgment letter will inform the complainant of the date 
on which the complaint was filed. If the complaint is mailed, the date of filing is the 
postmarked date, not the date the complaint was received in one of the above-referenced offices. 

If the complaint is accepted, an investigation must be completed within 180 calendar days from 
the date of filing. If the complaint is dismissed, the complainant is notified of the reasons for 
the dismissal and the right to appeal the decision to the EEOC. 

Once the investigation has been completed, the complainant is provided a copy of the 
Investigative File (IF). Within 30 days of receipt of the IF, the complainant has the right to 
request an EEOC hearing and subsequent decision by an Administrative Judge of the EEOC or 
to request an immediate final agency decision (FAD) by the GPO. If the complainant does not 
make an election for a hearing or a FAD within 30 calendar days, the Director, EEO, will issue 
the FAD. If the investigation has not been completed within 180 calendar days from the date of 
filing the formal complaint, the complainant has the right to request a hearing before an EEOC 
Administrative Judge. 

Upon receipt of a FAD, the complainant may appeal to the EEOC within 30 calendar days or 
may file a civil action in an appropriate U.S. District Court within 90 calendar days. 

The complainant may also file a civil action in an appropriate U.S. District Court if he or she 
has not received a final decision within 180 days of filing a formal complaint; if no decision 
from the EEOC has been received within 180 days of filing a notice of appeal with the EEOC; 
or within 90 days of receipt of EEOC’s final decision. 

9. Procedures for Related Processes 

a. Mixed Complaints . A person who alleges discrimination in connection with a 
matter that also is appealable to the Merit Systems Protection Board (MSPB) may file an appeal 
to the MSPB or an EEO complaint, but may not pursue both courses concurrently. Whichever 
action the employee files first is considered an election to proceed in that forum. The 
regulations governing mixed case EEO complaints are found at 29 C.F.R. J 1614.302-310. 
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b. Negotiated Grievance Procedures . When an aggrieved employee is covered by a 
collective bargaining agreement that permits claims of discrimination to be raised in a 
negotiated grievance procedure, the employee must elect to file an EEO complaint or a 
grievance, but not both. If an employee first files a written grievance and thereafter fdes a 
complaint of discrimination on the same claim, the complaint must be dismissed without 
prejudice to the complainant’s right to proceed through the negotiated grievance procedure, 
including the right to appeal to the EEOC from a final decision. The dismissal of the complaint 
must advise the complainant of the obligation to raise discrimination claims in the grievance 
process and of the right to appeal the final grievance decision to the EEOC. 

10. Other Bases/Types of Complaints 

a. Cl ass Complaints . An individual serving as an Agent, who wishes to file a class 
complaint of discrimination based on race, color, religion, national origin, sex, age, disability, 
and/or reprisal (for prior participation in the EEO process), must seek counseling and be 
counseled. The complainant may move for class certification at any reasonable point in the 
process when it becomes apparent that there are class implications to the claim(s) raised in an 
individual complaint. If the complainant moves for class certification after completing the 
counseling process, no additional counseling is required. An EEOC Administrative Judge will 
make the determination as to whether or not the class complaint meets the prerequisites of a 
class complaint. The regulation governing class complaints is found at 29 C.F.R. J 1614.204. 

b. Sexual Orientation . It is the policy of the GPO to prohibit discrimination on the 
basis of sexual orientation. Currently, the EEOC does not have jurisdiction over claims related 
to sexual orientation. Thus, employees and applicants for employment may not seek relief from 
the EEOC. However, sexual orientation discrimination in Federal employment is a violation of 
the Civil Service Reform Act (CSRA) of 1978. This law prohibits discriminatory action against 
employees on the basis of conduct that is not Job-related. OPM has interpreted this statute to 
prohibit discrimination based upon sexual orientation. The GPO also has a Directive, GPO 
Instruction 650.7, Policy on Discrimination on the Basis of Conduct Which Does Not Adversely 
Affect Performance (1980), that mirrors the CSRA’s provisions regarding prohibited personnel 
practices. 

Employees who believe that they have been subjected to a prohibited personnel practice 
involving sexual orientation discrimination may file an appeal with the MSPB (if the MSPB has 
jurisdiction over the underlying claim) or may file a complaint with the Office of Special 
Counsel. In addition, the GPO makes informal pre-complaint counseling available to interested 
individuals who wish to seek informal resolution of their complaints. Please keep in mind that 
an individual’s election to enter into counseling does not waive the time limits involved for 
pursuing an appeal with the MSPB or a complaint with the Office of Special Counsel. 

c. Disability Claims . The Rehabilitation Act and the implementing regulations do 
not apply to the GPO, an agency in the legislative branch of the Government. However, Title I 
of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), 42 U.S.C. § 12101, et seq,, does apply 


4 



512 


650.18 

12/8/08 

to GPO with respect to employment discrimination based on physical or mental disability. The 
GPO has delegated partial adjudicatory functions over ADA complaints to the EEOC. 

1 1 . Representation. At any state in the presentation of a complaint, including the pre- 
complaint stage, the complainant shall have the right to be accompanied, represented, and 
advised by a representative of his or her choosing, provided the choice of a representative does 
not involve a conflict of interest or conflict of position. The representative shall be designated 
in writing. EEO Counselors and other EEO officials may not represent a complainant at any 
stage of the proceedings. Employees who act as representatives will be afforded a reasonable 
amount of official time to act as a representative. 

a. Official Time . The complainant and his or her representative will be granted a 
reasonable amount of official lime at all stages during the administrative processing of a 
complaint, including the informal stage, to prepare and present his or her complaint if he or she 
is otherwise in an active duty status. An employee who wishes to consult with an EEO 
Counselor must obtain prior permission from his or her supervisor to leave the worksite. 
Request for official time to prepare and present a formal complaint must follow the procedures 
outlined in GPO Directive 650. 15B, Official Time for EEO Complaints Processing, dated 
April 8. 2008. 

12. Cooperation. All employees shall cooperate fully with EEO Counselors, EEO 
personnel, and contractors in the processing and resolution of pfe-complaint matters and 
complaints within GPO. 

1 3. Inquiries. Inquiries may be directed to the EEO Office on 202-512-2014. 
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PAUL ERICKSON 
Deputy Public Printer 
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Overview of Individual EEO Complaint Process 
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EEO CbuiselorfEEO Offlca 
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GPO Directive 650.19 1 2/8/08 


Government Printing Office Policy Prohibiting Disa*iminatory Harassment 


1 . Purpose. This policy is intended to notify Government Printing Office (GPO) 
employees of the GPO’s prohibition against discriminatory harassment in the workplace. 
Additionally, this policy identifies responsibilities for preventing and remedying discriminatory 
harassment. 

2. Authority. 42 U.S.C. § 2000e, et seq. (Title Vll); 29 U.S.C. § 62 1 , et seq. (Age 
Discrimination in Employment Act); 42 U.S.C. § 1210] , et seq. (Americans with Disabilities 
Act); 29 C.F.R. J 1614.102(a)(3); and 5 U.S.C. §2302(b)(10) (prohibited personnel practices). 

3. Coverage. This Directive covers claims of harassment raised by employees, former 
employees, and applicants for employment who believe that they have been discriminatorily 
harassed on the basis of race, sex, color, religion, national origin, age, disabling condition, 
reprisal, and/or sexual orientation. 

4. Policy, The GPO is committed to being a model employer and ensuring that all 
personnel maintain high standards of conduct. As such, harassment is unacceptable conduct 
and will not be tolerated at any level. It is GPO’s policy to maintain a work environment free 
from harassing conduct based upon a statutorily protected class; i.e,, race, sex (including sexual 
harassment), color, religion, national origin, age (40 and over), disability, and sexual 
orientation. Harassment is prohibited in the workplace and in any location that can be 
reasonably regarded as an extension of the workplace, such as any customer location, off-site 
social business function, or any other non-GPO facility where GPO business is being 
conducted. 

5. Definition. Harassment is a form of employment discrimination that violates Title VII 
of the Civil Rights Act, the Age Discrimination in Employment Act, and the Americans with 
Disabilities Act. Harassment may also violate the GPO’s Standards of Conduct and the merit 
systems principles. 

Harassment is unwelcome conduct that is based on race, color, sex, religion, national origin, 
disability, age, and/or sexual orientation. Harassment becomes unlawful where i) enduring the 
offensive conduct becomes a condition of continued employment, or 2) the conduct is severe or 
pervasive enough to create a work environment that a reasonable person would consider 
intimidating, hostile, or abusive. Offensive conduct may include, but is not limited to, offensive 
jokes, slurs, name calling, threats, intimidation, physical assaults or threats, interference with 
work performance, and offensive objects or pictures. Petty slights, annoyances, and isolated 
incidents (unless extremely serious) will not rise to the level of illegal harassment. 
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6, Responsibilities 

a. All Employees. Each GPO employee is responsible for creating and promoting 
an atmosphere free of discrimination and illegal harassment. All employees of GPO are 
required to fully support this policy and to take immediate appropriate measures to prevent, 
report, and eliminate all forms of harassment. Any employee who believes he or she has either 
witnessed or been subjected to harassment should make it clear to the individual doing the 
harassing that such behavior is unwelcome. The aggrieved employee should also immediately 
report the incident to their immediate supervisor or to the Equal Employment Opportunity 
(EEO) office. Incidents of harassing conduct must be reported promptly before it becomes a 
pattern of misconduct so pervasive and offensive as to constitute a hostile work environment. 
The GPO cannot correct harassing conduct if the conduct is unknown. 

b. Managers and Supervisors. Managers and supervisors are responsible for 
establishing and maintaining a safe work environment for their employees and for taking steps 
necessary to promptly and appropriately prevent harassment of any type. Managers and 
supervisors, working with the EEO office, are also charged with taking immediate and 
appropriate action when an employee raises a complaint of illegal harassment. Managers and 
supervisors are reminded that even if an individual’s behavior does not rise to the level of being 
“severe or pervasive” it could still violate GPO’s Standards of Conduct. 

7, Inquiries into Allegations of Harassing Conduct. All'reports of harassment will be 
explored thoroughly, promptly, impartially, and to the extent possible confidentially. A 
supervisor or manager who receives an allegation or witnesses harassing conduct should 
immediately notify the Director, EEO, to seek guidance as to further actions. Actions must be 
taken to stop any harassing conduct and prevent further harassment while the allegations are 
being investigated. 

All persons involved in the inquiry will be notified that the unauthorized disclosure of 
confidential information could result in disciplinary action. Substantiated harassment 
complaints will result in corrective action, which can range from reprimand to removal. 
Retaliating or discriminating against an employee for reporting or cooperating with the 
investigation of allegations of harassment is prohibited and will result in appropriate 
disciplinary action. 

8, EEO Complaint Process. Any employee, or applicant for employment, who believes 
that he or she has been subjected to illegal harassment has the right to use the EEO complaints 
process. The aggi'ieved person must contact the Counseling and Complaints Processing 
Division within 45 calendar days of the date of the occurrence. Please refer to 29 C.F.R. part 
1614 and GPO Directive 650.18 (Procedures for Processing Complaints of Employment 
Discrimination) for further information about filing a complaint of employment discrimination. 
Information can also be found on the EEO website at http://www.main.gpo,gov/EEO/. 

Although the GPO’s policy includes a prohibition against harassment based on sexual 
orientation, the EEOC currently does not have jurisdiction over claims related to sexual 
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orientation. Thus, employees and applicants for employment may not seek relief from the 
EEOC. However, employees who believe that they have been subjected to harassment on this 
basis may file an appeal alleging a prohibited personnel practice with the MSPB (if the MSPB 
has jurisdiction over the underlying claim) or may file a complaint with the Office of Special 
Counsel. In addition, the GPO makes informal, EEO pre-complaint counseling available to 
interested individuals who wish to seek informal resolution of their complaints. Please keep in 
mind that an individual’s election to enter into counseling does not waive the time limits 
involved for pursuing an appeal with the MSPB or a complaint with the Office of Special 
Counsel. 

9. Inquiries. It is the goal of this policy to prevent harassing conduct before it becomes 
“severe or pervasive." If you have any questions regarding GPO’s commitment to a vvorkplace 
free of discriminatory harassment, or have any questions concerning this policy, you may 
contact the EEO office on 202-512-2014. 



PAUL ERICKSON 
Deputy Public Printer 


3 



517 



US UOU li\N!f \ \ t»t<}Nl INU O M H. i 

Ill) Ami iii;.! Inf-irinvd I WWW gpo.gov 


(lirKl.M, C'.i’Ci IMRI'Cl l\'l. 


GPO D irective 650,20 05/29/09 

ilJD;ECi CLASSiPiCAiiOS JSSU£ DATE 

P ublic Printer’s EEO and Affirmative Employment Polic y Statement 
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1 . Purpose. To inform all GPO employees of the Public Printer’s policy with respect to 
Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) diversity in the workplace. 

2. Cancellation. This Directive supersedes GPO Directive 650.17, Subject: Public 
Printer’s Equal Employment Opportunity Policy Statement, dated May 2, 2008. 

3. Authority. 44U,S.C. 301. 

4. Action. All employees are strongly encouraged to read the attached statement from the 
Public Printer, which sets out GPO’s Equal Employment Opportunity and Affirmative 
Employment policy. 

5. Originating Office. Office of the Public Printer. 

6. Inquiries. Should you have any questions regarding this policy, please contact GPO’s 
Office of Equal Employment Opportunity on 202-512-2014. 



PAUL ERICKSON 
Deputy Public Printer 
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U.S. GOVERNMENT 
PRINTING OFFIC E 

KEEPING AMEHtCA INFORMED 


GPO 650.20, 05/29/09. Attachment 
Office of the Public Printer 


May 29, 2009 


To All GPO Employees: 

As the Public Printer and head of the U.S. Government Printing Office, I am committed 
to attracting, developing, and retaining a top-quality workforce that will ensure our Agency’s 
continued growth. Equal opportunity in the workplace is key to accomplishing this goal. 
Workplace practices that provide equal access to employment and job opportunities assure that 
the GPO will attract and retain the best and brightest employees and allow all of our employees 
to reach their flill potential. Tlius, all business decisions within the GPO, including decisions 
related to hiring, training, and promotions, will be made without regard to race, color, religion, 
sex, national origin, disability, age, sexual orientation, or reprisal for engaging in prior 
protected activity. 

Managers are expected to ensure that the work environment is one that is free from all forms of 
discrimination and harassment. Similarly, every employee is expected to comply with all EEO 
laws and policy and to uphold GPO’s commitment to equal employment opportunity in every 
aspect of employment. Any employee who is found to have violated an EEO law will be held 
accountable for their conduct. 

The GPO’s commitment to EEO principles extends beyond mere compliance with EEO law. 
Achievment of reasonable diversity at every level of employment within the GPO is an 
important part of our EEO program. Workplace diversity is also highlighted as both an 
Agency Core Value and a Strategic Goal, for which the GPO’s performance will be measured 
and reported to our oversight committee. As part of our commitment to workplace diversity, 
the GPO is developing an Affirmative Employment Plan that will promote equal opportunity, 
eliminate barriers that impede free and open competition in the workplace, and encourage a 
diverse workforce at all employment levels. 

As Public Printer, 1 will vigorously pursue these goals and the goal of becoming a model 
employer. All employees are encouraged to fully support our commitment in principle and in 
action to ensure that our equal employment opportunity goals and programs are successful. 


Sincerely, 



ROBERT C. TAPELLA 
Public Printer 


732 North Capitol Street NW 


Washington, DC 20401-0001 


PublicPrinlef@gpo.gov 
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